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Executive Summary

This is the first 5-year review conducted for Allegany Ballistics Laboratory (ABL). The
review was initiated by the remedial action initiation date for Site 5 Operable Unit 1 (OU-1;
landfill contents and surface soil), the first Operable Unit at Allegany Ballistics Laboratory
for which a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed. The review was conducted between
October 16, 2001, and February 13, 2002, in accordance with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency guidance document entitled Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance
(July 17, 2001). The remedy for OU-1 prevents direct contact with landfill waste and
contaminated soil and reduces infiltration of precipitation through the landfill and
subsequent degradation of groundwater beneath the landfill. A ROD for the second
operable unit at the site will be completed in the future for groundwater, surface water, and
sediment.

On the basis of the findings of document and data review, site inspections, and interviews
conducted during this 5-year review, the Site 5 OU-1 remedy is functioning as intended by
the ROD for Site 5 landfill contents and surface soil that was signed in February 1997. There
have been no changes in the physical condition of the landfill cap since its construction that
would affect the protectiveness of the remedy for OU-1. Nor were there any substantial
changes in applicable relevant and appropriate or other regulatory standards considered
that were identified during the 5-year review that would affect the protectiveness of the
remedy. Further, it is not believed that any change in standard risk assessment methodology
would affect the remedy protectiveness. Nor has any additional information been identified
during this review that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

An update to this 5-Year ROD Review Report will be completed at the next trigger date,
which is for Site 1 groundwater, in June 2003. That update will include a comprehensive
review of the status of all sites at ABL. Forthcoming 5-Year ROD Review Reports will be
completed on a 5-year schedule starting with the current report (i.e., June 2007, June 2012,
etc.).

WDC021720021 ZIP/KTM ES-1



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION

Site name (from CERCLIS): Allegany Ballistics Laboratory

EPA ID (from CERCLIS): WV(0170023691

Region: 3 State: WV

City/County: Rocket Center/Mineral

SITE STATUS

NPL Status: D Final [ ] Deleted [ ] Other (specify):

Remediation status (choose all that apply): [_] Under Construction [] Operating [ |

Complete

Multiple OUs? [X] Yes [ ] No

Construction completion date: 10/02/1997

Has site been put into reuse? []Yes No

~ REVIEW STATUS o et

e

Lead agency: [ | EPA [ | State [_| Tribe Other Federal Agency: Department of the Navy

Author: Naval Facilities Engineering Command,

CLEAN II contractor CH2M HILL, Inc.

Atlantic Division with support from the

Review period: October 16, 2001 through February 13, 2002

Date(s) of site inspection: October 16, 2001 and February 12, 2002

Type of review: [X] Statutory
[ ] Policy

Post-SARA [ |Pre-SARA [ ] NPL-Removal only
[ ] Non-NPL Remedial Action Site [ | NPL State/Tribe-lead
[ ] Regional Discretion

Review number: [X] 1 (first) [ ]2 (second) [ ]3 (third) [] Other (specify):

Triggering action: Actual RA Onsite Construction [ _] Actual RA Start

[ ] Construction Completion [ ] Recommendation of Previous 5-Year Review Report

[] Other (specify):

Triggering action date (from CERCLIS): 07/10/1997

Due date (five years after triggering action date): 07/10/2002
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Five-Year Review Summary Form (continued)
Issues:

Five issues were identified:

° Need for administrative documentation of land use controls (LUCIP)

e Slope instability on the hillside above Drainage Channel 4

° Need for improved documentation of repairs/maintenance activities

° Need for updated Site 5 O&M and Long-Term Monitoring plans

° Elevated methane levels in landfill gas monitoring well 5SLGMWO04. Continued

increases in methane concentrations from 5SLGMW04 may result in an exceedance
of the WVDEP limits for methane emissions and may cause an explosive hazard at
the site.

Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions:

Several actions are recommended to address the issues and ensure that protectiveness is
maintained:

° Prepare and implement a LUCIP for Site 5

° Monitor slope creep of the hillside above Drainage Channel 4 and make any
necessary repairs

° Initiate and maintain a permanent compilation of all future repairs and corrective
actions performed as part of O&M

° Update the Site 5 O&M and Long-Term Monitoring Plans to reflect current
procedures
e Undertake a study to evaluate the extent of the methane gas and to determine

whether corrective action is warranted

Protectiveness Statement(s):

The remedy at Site 5 OU-1 is protective of human health and the environment with respect
to potential contact with landfill waste and contaminated soil. To ensure long-term
protectiveness in the future, a LUCIP for Site 5 will be developed and implemented. In
addition, the extent of methane gas buildup adjacent to the cap will be evaluated and
corrective action implemented, if necessary.

Other Comments:

None

WDC021720021.ZIP/KTM ES-3
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1 Introduction

The purpose of a 5-year review is to determine whether the selected remedy at a site is or is
expected to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and
conclusions of the review are documented in a Five-Year Review Report. In addition, a Five-
Year Review Report identifies issues found during the review, if any, and makes
recommendations to address them.

The Department of Navy (Navy) is preparing this 5-year review pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) §121
and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).
CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial action no less
often than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure that human
health and the environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In
addition, if upon such review it is the judgement of the President that action is appropriate at
such site in accordance with Section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such
action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is
required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) interpreted this requirement
further in the NCP; 40 CFR §300.430(f)(4)(ii) states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every five years after the
initiation of the selected remedial action.

On behalf of the Naval Facility Engineering Command (NAVFACENGCOM), Atlantic
Division (LANTDIV), CH2M HILL has conducted this 5-year review of the remedial action
implemented for Site 5 Landfill Contents and Surface Soil, known as Operable Unit (OU)-1,
at the Allegany Ballistics Laboratory (ABL) Superfund site in Rocket Center, West Virginia.
The review was conducted between October 16, 2001, and February 13, 2002, in accordance
with the USEPA Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance (July 17, 2001), and this report
documents the results of the review.

This is the first 5-year review for OU-1. The triggering action for this statutory review was
the initiation of the remedial action (landfill cap installation) on July 10, 1997. The 5-year
review is required because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the
site above levels that would allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

The remedy for OU-1, a composite landfill cap with a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) and
flexible membrane cap (FMC), was designed to prevent direct contact with landfill wastes,
to reduce infiltration of precipitation through the landfill and subsequent degradation of
groundwater beneath the landfill, and to improve control of leachate. Contaminated

WDC021720021.ZIP/KTM 11



1 — INTRODUCTION

groundwater at Site 5 has been defined as OU-2. The nature and extent of groundwater
contamination and the potential human health and environmental risks posed by these
contaminants are currently being addressed in a focused remedial investigation/ feasibility
study (RI/FS). Remedy selection for OU-2 is anticipated in 2003.

This report is divided into 11 sections and seven appendices. Section 2 provides a
chronology of historic activities that involved Site 5. Section 3 provides background
information on Site 5, including its physical characteristics, historic waste disposal activities,
identified contamination, and the basis for implementing a remedy. Section 3 also includes a
brief summary of the status of the other Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites at ABL.
Section 4 discusses the remedy selected for Site 5 OU-1 and the ongoing O&M procedures.
Section 5 is set aside to discuss progress made since the last 5-year review. Section 6
discusses the current 5-year record-of-decision (ROD) review process. Section 7 presents the
technical assessment made during the 5-year review of whether the remedy is protective of
human health and the environment. Section 8 lists any issues identified during the review
process and Section 9 presents the recommendations to address the issues. Section 10
provides a summary statement regarding the protectiveness of the remedy, based on the 5-
year review findings. Section 11 defines when the next 5-year review is required.

Appendix 1 contains the figures referenced in this report. Appendix 2 is a copy of the deed
notation for Site 5. Appendix 3 is a compilation of all of the landfill inspection reports.
Appendix 4 lists all of the documents reviewed during the 5-year review process.
Appendix 5 lists the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for
Site 5 OU-1. Appendix 6 presents summary tables for all of the long-term monitoring
program data for Site 5. Appendix 7 presents the 5-year review site inspection photographic
log. Appendix 8 provides the 5-year ROD Review Report Inspection Checklist. Appendix 9
provides a transcript of the public meeting held on February 13, 2002.

WDC021720021 ZIP/KTM 1-2



2 Site Chronology

A summary of significant events for OU-1 is presented in Table 2-1.

TABLE 2-1
Chronology of Site Events
Date Event
1982  Initial Assessment Study (IAS) (ESE, January 1983)
1984-1987  Confirmation Study (CS)/Interim Remedial Investigation (Interim RI) (Weston,
October 1989)
1992  Remedial Investigation (RI) (CH2M Hill, January 1996)
June 1993  ABL proposed for listing on NPL
May 31, 1994  Final listing of ABL on NPL
1994  Phase Il Remedial Investigation (Phase Il Rl) (CH2M HILL, August 1996)

September 19, 1995
1996

February 12, 1997

March 1997

July 10, 1997
October 2, 1997
November 1997
August 25, 1999
May 1998—present

Federal Facilities Agreement signed

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) for Site 5 Landfill Contents and Surface Soil
(CH2M HILL, August 1996)

ROD selecting the remedy for Site 5 Landfill Contents and Surface Soil (OU-1) is

signed

Remedial Design complete (CH2M HILL, March 1997)

Landfill cap construction initiated (statutory review triggering action)
Landfill cap construction completed

Draft Contractor Closeout Report submitted (OHM, November 1997)
Deed notation filed with Mineral County

Long-term groundwater, surface water, and sediment monitoring (CH2M HILL,
May 2000)

WDC021720021 ZIP/KTM
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3 Background

ABL is located in Rocket Center, Mineral County, in the northeastern part of West Virginia,
approximately 10 miles southwest of Cumberland, Maryland along the West Virginia and
Maryland border (Figure 1). The facility lies between the North Branch Potomac River, to
the north and west, and Knobly Mountain, to the south and east. Several small towns are
located near the facility, including Short Gap, West Virginia, to the southeast and Pinto,
Maryland, to the north.

ABL consists of about 1,634 acres of land with about 350 buildings. The facility is divided
into two distinct operating plants (Figure 1):

e Plant 1, which occupies about 1,577 acres (including a large undeveloped area), is a
government-owned, contractor-operated (GOCO) facilify. The plant is leased to its
operator, ATK Tactical Systems, LLC (ATK), by the owner, the Naval Sea Systems
Command (NAVSEA), through a Facilities Use Contract. Approximately 400 acres of
Plant 1 (the majority of the developed portion of ABL) are in the floodplain of the North
Branch Potomac River where the river has cut into the base of Knobly Mountain. Of the
11 present and former Installation Restoration Program sites at ABL, 8 are or were
located within the developed area of Plant 1 and 3 are within the undeveloped area. On
May 31, 1994, Plant 1 was added to the National Priorities List (NPL).

e Plant 2, which occupies the remaining 57 acres, is both owned and operated by ATK.
Plant 2 is not on the NPL.

3.1 Physical Characteristics of the Site

Site 5 is located about 1,000 feet south of Plant 2, in the undeveloped portion of Plant 1 on a
terrace adjacent to the North Branch Potomac River (Figure 2). The site is approximately

4 acres and ranges from 680 to 704 feet above mean sea level (amsl). It is bounded on the
west by the North Branch Potomac River and on the east by Knobly Mountain.

The land directly across the North Branch Potomac River from Site 5 in Maryland is rural
farmland; however, there are several small businesses and residences within about 6,000
feet west of the site. The nearest communities, Cresaptown and Bel Air, Maryland, had a
combined population of approximately 10,850 persons as of the 1990 Census.

Immediately northeast of Site 5 there is an active construction debris landfill. Within

1,000 feet south of the Site 5 landfill there is a small building used for storage, and directly
east of Site 5 is a facility road leading to Magazine Road and the undeveloped portion of
Plant 1. Five bedrock groundwater production wells, which are located approximately

2,000 feet southeast of Site 5 along Magazine Road, supply potable water to ABL. Natural
springs are located near the wells. A commercial limestone quarry is located about 3,000 feet
south of Site 5.

WDC021720021 ZIP/KTM 3-1



3 —BACKGROUND

3.2 Land and Resource Use of the Site

The Site 5 Inert Landfill operated from the early 1960s to 1985, accepting wastes generated
by ABL and deemed to be inert. Inert wastes were defined as wastes not contaminated with
explosives nor generated in at an area on the facility where explosives were managed.
Wastes reported to have been disposed of at Site 5 include drums that previously contained
trichloeothene (TCE), methylene chloride (MC), and acetone; fluorescent tubes (a potential
mercury source); unknown laboratory and photographic chemicals; fiberglass and other
resin-coated fibers; metal and plastic machining wastes; and construction and demolition
debris. Prior to implementation of the remedial action, the landfill was covered with a 1- to

2-foot layer of crushed limestone and some metal drums were visible along the western toe
of the landfill.

The Site 5 landfill has been inactive since 1985. Although the site is still considered part of
the industrial facility, no human activity currently takes place there, with the exception of
periodic operation and maintenance (O&M) activities associated with the landfill cap and
the long-term monitoring program. There are signs posted on the east, west, north, and
south sides of the landfill stating that the property is government-owned and that
trespassing is not permitted. In addition, a deed notation has been filed with Mineral
County that further limits land use at Site 5. A copy of the deed notation is presented in
Appendix 2.

Groundwater in both the alluvial and bedrock aquifers beneath the site is not used as a
drinking water source, but is believed to discharge to the adjacent North Branch Potomac
River. Access to this reach of the river is not restricted and it could be used for recreational
purposes, such as swimming and fishing.

No significant change to the status of Site 5 is anticipated in the future. However, additional
land use controls are expected to be implemented in the form of soil and groundwater use
control maps that will be located in the facility planning and onsite NAVSEA techrep
offices. In addition, a remedial action is anticipated to be implemented for Site 5
groundwater, surface water, and sediment (OU-2) in 2003, which will include a control on
groundwater use.

3.3 History of Contamination

As noted above, the Site 5 landfill received inert wastes from the 1960s to 1985. These wastes
are believed to have included potential contaminant sources, such as drums that formerly
contained solvents. During the Phase Il Rl, a geophysical survey was conducted at Site 5
that identified buried metal structures within the landfill. Soil gas samples collected above
these structures confirmed the presence of the same volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
that had been detected in groundwater at the site. Therefore, it is believed that waste
material historically disposed in the inert landfill is the source of contamination detected in
Site 5 media.

Although semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and metals have been detected in Site 5
media, VOCs have been shown to be the primary contaminant type found at the site. VOCs
were found in soil samples collected around the toe of the landfill, but all detected concen-
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3 —BACKGROUND

trations were below the instrument quantitation limits. Groundwater sampling has also
identified an alluvial aquifer VOC plume migrating from the landfill northwest toward the
North Branch Potomac River. TCE, the most prevalent VOC, has been detected in
groundwater at the site at concentrations up to about 100 nug/1. VOCs have also been
detected in the bedrock aquifer, but to a much lower extent and concentrations.

3.4 Initial Response

No pre-ROD cleanup activities were conducted at Site 5. Disposal activities at the landfill
ceased in 1985. At that time, the majority of the landfill debris was covered with a 1- to
2-foot layer of crushed limestone. The landfill remained in this condition until the remedial
action activities were initiated in July 1997.

3.5 Basis for Taking Action

As noted in Section 3.3, VOCs are the most prevalent contaminant type detected in Site 5
media (principally groundwater). Using all of the data collected to date (including non-VOC
data), risk assessments were conducted during the Phase II RI. Although Site 5 is and will
continue to be an industrial facility with little human activity, a baseline human health risk
assessment (HHRA) was conducted to evaluate a number of exposure scenarios deemed
possible. Risk estimates were calculated for potential current on-site workers and potential
future residential receptors exposed to surface soil and groundwater through ingestion,
dermal contact, and inhalation, and for potential future construction workers exposed to
surface soil through ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation. Because the remedial action
for OU-1 was for landfill contents and surface soil, only risks estimated for exposure to soil
are summarized below:

Potential Current Onsite Workers—The cumulative noncancer hazard indices for ingestion
of and dermal contact with surface soil at Site 5 were calculated to be less than 1, which is
the USEPA's threshold value for assessing whether adverse health effects are likely to occur.
The cumulative ingestion and dermal contact cancer risk was 6x10%, well within USEPA’s
target risk range if 1x10# and 1x10*.

Potential Future Construction Worker—The cumulative noncancer hazard index and
cancer risk from exposure via inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dust, and ingestion of and
dermal contact with Site 5 surface soil, were calculated to be 0.3 and 1x10-, respectively.

Potential Future Residents—The cumulative noncancer hazard index and cancer risk
associated with future residential exposure to surface soil at Site 5 were calculated to be 0.9
and 6x103, respectively.

The results of the ecological risk assessment (ERA) indicated that for an initial screening of
chronic effects, organic and inorganic contaminants were detected at levels exceeding
standard levels using very conservative Biological Technical Assistance Group (BTAG)
criteria. These exceedances represented a potential risk to aquatic and terrestrial resources.
The ERA determined that the results from surface water and sediment samples did not
indicate the presence of contamination from Site 5. However, surface water and sediment
will be evaluated further as part of OU-2. The results of the ERA indicated that certain
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SVOC and mercury levels in the soil at Site 5 represented a low potential risk to ecological
resources and that chromium and lead levels in soil posed a high potential ecological risk.

Although the potential risks to human health from exposure to Site 5 soil were determined
to be within acceptable limits, it was determined that a remedial action for the Site 5 soil and
landfill contents was necessary in order to reduce any possible exposure to contaminants in
and on the landfill and to reduce infiltration of precipitation. It was believed that by
reducing precipitation infiltration, leaching of contaminants from the landfill waste to the
groundwater would be minimized or eliminated. By reducing leachate migration to
groundwater, it was believed that the existing groundwater contaminant concentrations,
some of which exceeded the USEPA’s maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), would decline.

3.6 Status of Other Installation Restoration Program Sites at
ABL

This section summarizes the current remedial action status of the other IRP sites at ABL. The
approximate location of each of the eight IRP sites is shown in Figure 1. As shown in the
figure, six of the eight sites are located within the 400-acre developed area of Plant 1 (i.e.,
sites 1, 2, 3, 4B, 10, and 11), while sites 5 and 7 are located in the largely undeveloped area to
the south. Site 5 is not discussed in this section.

Site 1: Northern Riverside Waste Disposal Area

Site 1 is an 11-acre area that consists of several disposal units, including an active 8-acre,
fenced burning ground for ordnance; three inactive disposal pits for spent solvents and
acids; a former drum storage area for drums containing hazardous wastes; a former landfill
for ash; and a former burning area for inert substances. The three disposal pits have been
backfilled, all drums have been removed from the drum storage area, and both the ash
landfill and the inert burning ground are overgrown with vegetation. Site 1 is located in the
northern portion of Plant 1 adjacent to the North Branch Potomac River, as shown in
Figure 1.

Site 1 was part of a number of investigations conducted at ABL in the 1980s and early 1990s
during which VOCs (specifically TCE, 1,2-dichloroethylene [1,2-DCE], 1,1,1-trichloroethane
[1,1,1-TCA], MC, and acetone) were found to be the most widespread constituents of
potential concern (COPCs) detected in soil, alluvial and bedrock groundwater, and surface
water and sediment of the adjacent North Branch Potomac River. Based upon risks
identified for Site 1 media during the Focused RI, an FFS for Site 1 groundwater was
completed in September 1996.

The Navy issued a PRAP for groundwater, surface water, and sediment in October 1996 and
signed the ROD in May 1997. The selected remedy for Site 1 groundwater and the surface
water and sediment of the North Branch Potomac River adjacent to Site 1 was sitewide
alluvial and bedrock groundwater containment (i.e., capture and removal) with subsequent
onsite treatment and discharge of treated water to the river and /or the facility’s steam
generation plant.

In order to evaluate the hydraulic properties of the alluvial and bedrock aquifers at Site 1
and to determine the optimal number, configuration, and withdrawal rates of extraction
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wells, Phase I Aquifer Testing, Phase II Aquifer Testing, and Phase III Aquifer Testing were
conducted in 1995, 1996, and 2001, respectively.

Construction of a groundwater treatment facility to remove hazardous constituents from the
extracted groundwater at Site 1 began in September 1997. Continuous work on the
construction of the Site 1 treatment system began in March 1998. The treatment plant began
continuous operation in September 1998 and has treated an average of more than

100 gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater extracted from Site 1 since that time.
Currently, treated groundwater is utilized by the ABL steam generation plant, with excess
water being discharged to the river. Monthly monitoring of the water levels, the influent,
and effluent concentrations from the treatment plant have continued since the system has
been in operation. The data generated by these monitoring activities are provided to the
State and USEPA. Soil data at Site 1 were collected during the RI, Focused RI, and 1998 and
2001 supplemental soil sampling efforts to delineate areas of contamination and identify
COPCs. The data from the supplemental investigations currently is being used to revise the
human health and ecological risk assessments for Site 1 soil in accordance with the most
recent USEPA guidance. It is anticipated that the risk assessments and preliminary
remediation goals (PRGs) for Site 1 soil will be completed in 2002. An FS for Site 1 soil is
anticipated for 2003.

Site 2: Previous Burning Ground (1942-1949)

Site 2 was an ordnance burning ground reportedly utilized from 1942 to 1949 in a manner
similar to the Site 1 ordnance burning ground. Based upon aerial photographs, the former
burn pad area is suspected to be southeast of Building 361, as shown in Figure 1. In
addition, a solvent storage shed was identified near Building 100 during the RI. Past
sampling events at Site 2 have targeted both of these areas. The amount of wastes disposed
of at the site cannot be determined due to the lack of historical records about past disposal
practices.

Several investigations (i.e., IAS, CS/Interim RI, RI, and Phase II RI) have been performed to
evaluate the nature and extent of contamination in environmental media at Site 2. Generally,
low estimated concentrations of only a few VOCs (i.e., TCE, 1,1-DCE, carbon disulfide, and
xylenes) and SVOCs (mostly polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]) were detected in
the soil at Site 2. Several inorganic constituents (i.e., mercury, nickel, aluminum, arsenic,
manganese, and silver) were identified as COPCs for Site 2 in the risk assessments
conducted during the Phase II RI (CH2M HILL, August 1996). Existing data suggest Site 2
does not pose a significant risk to human health or the environment. However, data gaps
were identified, so supplementary surface and subsurface soil sampling activities were
conducted in October 2001 to revise the human health and ecological risk assessments for
the site. The risk assessments are estimated to be completed in mid-2002. Following revision
of the risk assessments, an FS for Site 2 will be prepared.

Site 3: Previous Burning Ground (1950-1958)

Similar to Site 2, Site 3 was an ordnance burning ground reportedly utilized from 1950 to
1958. Two areas of disturbed soil and four linear features at the approximate location of
current southern end of Building 362 were identified in aerial photographs. The location of
Site 3 is shown in Figure 1. In addition, an attached solvent storage shed was identified on
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the west-end of Building 151 during the RI. Past sampling events at Site 3 have targeted
these areas. The quantities of wastes that were disposed of in this area cannot be determined
due to a lack of historical records about past disposal practices.

Several investigations (i.e., IAS, CS/Interim RI, Rl, and Phase II RI) have been performed to
evaluate the nature and extent of contamination in environmental media at Site 3. VOCs
(i.e., TCE, MC, cis-1,2-DCE, 1,2-DCE [total], and acetone) were detected in a sample
collected just south of the solvent storage shed at much higher concentrations than
elsewhere at Site 3. Generally, low estimated concentrations of only a few VOCs were
detected in all other samples collected at Site 3. Bis(2-ethylhexyl phthalate), a common
laboratory contaminant, was the only SVOC detected in the soil at Site 3. No COPCs were
identified for Site 3 surface soil. Two organic constituents (i.e., 1,2-DCE [total] and TCE)
and three inorganic constituents (i.e., arsenic, barium, and manganese) were identified as
COPC:s for Site 3 media in the human health risk assessment conducted during the Phase 11
RI (CH2M HILL, August 1996). Existing data suggest Site 3 does not pose a significant risk
to human health or the environment. However, like Site 2, data gaps were identified, so
supplementary surface and subsurface soil sampling activities were conducted in October
2001 to revise the human health and ecological risk assessments for the site. The risk
assessments are estimated to be completed in mid- 2002. Following revision of the risk
assessments, an FS for Site 3 will be prepared.

Site 4B: Spent X-Ray Developing Solutions Disposal Site

Site 4B, the Spent Photographic Developing Solution Site, is also located in the southeastern
portion of Plant 1, approximately 3,000 feet from the North Branch Potomac River

(Figure 1). The site is composed of the area adjacent to the southeast corner of Building 181
where spent photographic solutions (containing silver, cyanide, and phenols) were
reportedly discharged through a fire hose, into a concrete drainage channel, and then
underground into a terra cotta/steel pipe that extends from the end of the concrete drainage
channel to an open stormwater drainage ditch in an adjacent grassed area. Elevated
concentrations of silver were observed in surface soil samples collected at Site 4B during the
Confirmation Study. Additional soil sampling was performed at the site during the Phase II
RI where the concrete drainage channel enters the terra cotta/steel pipe and in the adjacent
drainage ditch. Elevated levels of silver were again detected, in addition to low levels of
several VOCs and SVOCs. The risk assessment performed using data gathered during the
Phase II RI and previous investigations suggest that silver concentrations in soil may pose a
risk to human health and the environment.

Additional soil sampling was conducted at Site 4B in June 2000 to evaluate the potential
impacts to soil due to the discharge of spent photographic solutions from Building 181 and
to provide sufficient data to determine if concentrations of silver (the primary COPC) or any
other inorganic constituents at the site pose a risk to human health and the environment.

The results of the risk assessments have been used to determine PRGs for soil contamination
at Site 4B. A soil removal action pilot study using X-ray fluorescence (XRF) technology is
planned for the summer of 2002. The purpose of the pilot study is to evaluate whether XRF
can be used to guide soil removal for the particular COPCs at Site 4B.
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Site 7: Former Beryllium Landfill

In the early 1960s, ABL requested and obtained a permit from the State of West Virginia
(Permit 3324) to establish a landfill for beryllium waste disposal. ABL was conducting
research on propellants containing beryllium and required disposal facilities for both
beryllium-containing propellants and elemental beryllium. A small (10 feet by 15 feet by
6 feet deep) earthen pit was excavated to the limestone bedrock, which was used inter-
mittently in the 1960s to dispose of beryllium and beryllium-contaminated waste. The
former beryllium landfill is located outside of Plant 1, as shown in Figure 1. The research
with beryllium at ABL ceased in the late 1960s.

Records documenting the material disposed of at the landfill (Site 7) were not kept and
identification of material disposed of was based on conversations with facility personnel
who were present at the time the site was active. The following information was gathered
from these personnel:

e No beryllium-containing propellant was landfilled.

e Beryllium-containing wastes included wiping tissues, gloves, emptied containers, and
respirator cartridges which might have been contaminated with metallic beryllium or
beryllium oxide.

* The total quantity of waste disposed of in the landfill was considered “small” because
the landfill was approximately 150 square feet and 6 feet deep. Waste was placed in the
pit and covered with a few shovels of dirt.

e A small quantity of laboratory chemicals also was placed in the landfill; however, no
personnel were able to provide information as to the specific chemicals or chemical

types.

Site 7 was evaluated during a number of investigations. The Interim RI and the RI found
only relatively low levels of inorganic constituents in soil and groundwater at the site. In
June 1994, the material from Site 7 was excavated and placed into steel storage containers.
The results from the Interim RI were used initially to characterize the waste as non-
hazardous. The excavation and backfilling of the Site 7 landfill was completed on June 30,
1994. In 1997, the excavated soil was shipped offsite for disposal.

A Streamlined RI/FS report was prepared for Site 7 in 2001 to document the history of
investigation and remedial action activities, the nature and extent of contamination,
potential risks to human health and the environment from site media, and evaluate
potential remedial alternatives for the site.

A No Further Action (NFA) ROD was signed for Site 7 in September 2001. Because no
contamination remained onsite at the time of the ROD, there is no statutory requirement to
perform 5-Year ROD Reviews for this site.

Site 10: Former TCE Still at Building 157

Site 10 consists of the area around Building 157 and is located within the developed portion
of Plant 1, as shown in Figure 1. In order to be consistent with other numbered IRP sites at
ABL, Site PWA was renamed Site 10 in 1995. Site PWA had been defined and investigated
during the CS, RI, and Phase II RI because contamination had been detected in production
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well “A” (PWA), which was used in the past to supply potable, boiler, and fire-fighting
water to the plant. Because VOCs were detected in the well as early as 1980, PWA’s use as a
water source was discontinued. It is now believed that contamination in PWA originated, at
least in part, from the former TCE still that operated adjacent to Building 157 during 1959
and the early-1960s.

Site 10 (also Site PWA) was part of a number of investigations conducted at ABL in the
1980s and early 1990s and a supplemental soil investigation conducted in July 2000.
Information gathered these investigations indicated that limited VOC soil contamination
exists in the vicinity of the former TCE still but that a VOC plume (specifically TCE) is
present in both the alluvial and bedrock aquifers at Site 10. Based upon the risks identified
for Site 10 groundwater during the Phase II RI, an FFS for Site 10 groundwater was
completed in March 1998.

The Navy issued the PRAP for groundwater at Site 10 in March 1998 and signed an interim
action ROD in August 1998. The selected remedy, which was a modification of one of the
alternatives listed in the FFS, was considered an interim action because it did not address
the full extent of alluvial and bedrock aquifer contamination. The interim action was
intended to contain and remove the most highly contaminated portion of the alluvial
aquifer (i.e., TCE contamination greater than 100 pg/1) before further downgradient
migration could occur while other remedial actions (e.g., monitored natural attenuation)
were considered for the less contaminated portion of the aquifers.

As noted above, a treatment facility was designed and constructed to remove hazardous
constituents from the extracted groundwater at Site 1. The treatment plant began
continuous operation in September 1998. Implementation of the interim remedial action at
Site 10 (i.e., installation of three groundwater extraction wells) was completed in February
1999, at which time groundwater extraction at Site 10 with subsequent treatment at the
Site 1 treatment plant began.

After several months of groundwater monitoring at Site 10, it became evident that the
existing extraction-well configuration was capturing all but the most northeastern portion of
the alluvial-aquifer TCE plume and that the installation of one additional alluvial extraction
well might achieve complete plume capture. A direct-push groundwater investigation was
performed in June 2000 to further delineate the northeastern extent of the alluvial-aquifer
TCE plume and determine the best location for installation of an additional alluvial
extraction well. To achieve capture of the alluvial groundwater VOC contamination above
MClLs at Site 10, a fourth alluvial extraction well was installed in the suspected northeastern
tip of the TCE plume in July 2000. A monitoring well was also installed at the downgradient
edge of the alluvial aquifer contaminant plume to verify hydraulic containment.

Initially, the hydraulic head data at Site 10 indicated bedrock groundwater had a tendency
to flow upward into the alluvial aquifer. The interim action attempted to take advantage of
this condition by pumping only the alluvial aquifer at Site 10. However, hydraulic head data
gathered prior to and following extraction system startup at Site 1 indicated that the vertical
hydraulic gradient between the alluvium and bedrock at Site 10 has reversed (i.e., became
downward) potentially under the influence of bedrock groundwater extraction at Site 1. To
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test this hypothesis and to evaluate the need for bedrock extraction at Site 10, an aquifer test
was performed in July 2001.

The results of aquifer testing and modeling performed during Phase III Aquifer Testing
indicate that bedrock groundwater extraction at Site 1 is limiting the effectiveness of the
alluvial extraction wells at Site 10 from capturing the bedrock contamination. The
groundwater model was used to evaluate the most effective way of overcoming the
influence of groundwater pumping at Site 1 and determined that the addition of four
bedrock extraction wells at Site 10 would result in all groundwater contamination being
contained at Site 10. These changes to the extraction system were proposed as the final
proposed remedial alternative for Site 10 groundwater in a November 2001 PRAP. It is
anticipated that the ROD will be signed in mid-2002 and that the final remedial action will
be implemented by the end of the same year.

Additional soil sampling was conducted at Site 10 in June 2000 to further delineate the
extent of soil contamination associated with the former TCE still. Soil data collected at Site
10 during the RI, Phase II RI, and June 2000 soil sampling event are currently being
evaluated to determine the potential ecological and human health risk posed by the site. The
risk assessments and a Focused FS will be completed for Site 10 soil in mid-2002.

Site 11: Production Well “F” (F-Well)

The historical significance of Site 11 is the former existence of a boiler house (Building 215),
fuel oil storage area, and a deep bedrock production well known as F-Well (Figure 1). The
original boiler house, built in the late 1950s, was approximately 1,000 square feet and
housed a single boiler unit. In 1961, F-Well was installed adjacent to Building 215 to provide
potable water to Plant 1 as well as to the boiler housed in Building 215. Following its
installation, attempts to develop F-Well were unsuccessful due to sand flowing into the well
through fractures in the bedrock. Because the sand prevented pump operation in the well,
F-Well was never put into production. However, it also was never properly abandoned. In
1962, an addition was added to the boiler house that doubled its size and number of boilers.
During this expansion, F-Well was covered by the building addition’s foundation.

In 1995, an Advanced Site Inspection (ASI) was conducted to characterize potential
groundwater and soil contamination in and around F-Well and a former oil pit at the
construction site for Building 421, the existing building adjacent to F-Well (CH2M HILL,
February 1996). The ASI identified a limited area of soil contamination and an area of
alluvial and bedrock groundwater contamination. Furthermore, a light, non-aqueous phase
liquid (LNAPL) and a DNAPL were detected in F-Well.

Based on the findings of the ASI, a RI was initiated at Site 11 in June 1998 to delineate the
nature and extent of contamination in the soil and alluvial and bedrock aquifers in the
vicinity of F-Well. It is believed that while over-drilling F-well during the RI that the
LNAPL and DNAPL were removed. Based on this, quarterly sampling was initiated prior
to preparation of the RI report. The fourth round of quarterly sampling was completed in
February 2001. Human health and ecological risk assessments are currently being prepared
and will be documented in the RI report. The Site 11 Rl is anticipated to be completed in
mid-2002.
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4 Remedial Actions

4.1 Remedy Selection

The remedial action selected for the Site 5 landfill contents and surface soil (QU-1) is the first
planned for the two OUs at the site. The remedy for OU-1 was designed to reduce potential
exposure risks and to reduce contaminant leaching from the landfill and degradation of
groundwater beneath. OU-2 is defined as contaminated groundwater, surface water, and
sediment at the site and will be addressed in a future decision document.

The ROD for Site 5 OU-1 was signed on February 12, 1997. Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs)
were developed during the FFS to assist in the development and screening of remedial
alternatives to be considered for the ROD. The RAOs, determined by the USEPA, West Virginia
Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP), and Navy, were to:

e Prevent or minimize infiltration and any resulting leaching of contaminants from the
landfill into the groundwater;

e Prevent or minimize direct-contact of human and ecological receptors with landfill contents;
and

e Prevent surface water run-on and control surface water runoff erosion.

To achieve these RAOs, the selected remedy for OU-1 included the following major
components:

¢ Administrative documentation of land use controls;
e Installation of a GCL and FMC;

e Re-vegetation of the capped area;

e Construction of a landfill gas collection system;

* Groundwater and sediment monitoring; and

® Postclosure O&M.

Specific performance standards for the cap discussed in the ROD consist of the following:

* Vegetative support layer containing sufficient organic materials and nutrients to sustain
vegetative cover with a minimum thickness of 24 inches.

® Drainage layer with hydraulic conductivity greater than 102 cm/s.

e Composite barrier layer consisting of a GCL overlain by a 40-ml FMC with a maximum
hydraulic conductivity of 107 cm/s.

e Side slopes not to exceed 4 (horizontal):1 (vertical).

® Vegetative stabilization with perennial species within 45 days of placement of the final
cover.
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4.2 Remedy Implementation

The remedial design for Site 5 OU-1 was completed in March 1997. The design engineer of
record for this project was CH2M HILL, Inc. OHM Remediation Services Corporation (OHM)
was the Remedial Action Contractor (RAC) contracted by the Navy to furnish and install an
almost 2-acre multilayer cap over Site 5 OU-1.

The remedial action (RA) at the site began with mobilization on July 10, 1997. The major
components of the RA were:

e Site and landfill preparation including clearing and grubbing of grass and wooded
vegetation in and around the work area and rough grading of the landfill to achieve the
initial design shape of the landfill for capping;

e Installation of erosion and sedimentation controls, including the perimeter trench and
stormwater diversion ditches, silt fences, and straw check dams;

» Installation of a landfill gas collection trench, a gas conveyance pipe, and gas vents at each
end of the trench;

e Installation of the landfill cap including a GCL on top of a 1-foot clay grading layer followed
by a geomembrane and composite drainage net; and

e Installation of an 18-inch-thick clay protective layer above the composite drainage net to
protect the synthetic layer, followed by topsoil to support vegetative growth, and site
restoration that included reseeding the landfill cap surface.

Field activities related to landfill cap construction were completed with demobilization on
October 2, 1997.

4.3 System Operation/Operation and Maintenance

The Navy retains the responsibility for overseeing the administrative and substantive
requirements of the Final Postclosure O&M Plan for Site 5 (CH2M HILL, March 1998). All
official correspondence with the USEPA and WVDEDP, including submissions of reports, is
generated through LANTDIV. LANTDIV contracted with OHM (October 1997 through
September 1999) and CH2M HILL (October 1999 to present) to performn O&M activities for

Site 5 OU-1. The work is being conducted in general accordance with the approved O&M plan.
O&M for the site consists of routine inspections of the landfill cover and general site conditions,
maintenance (e.g., mowing), and repairs. An inspection form is filled out each time an
inspection is performed and is presented to the USEPA and WVDEP via the ABL Partnering
Team website. A copy of each monthly landfill inspection report is presented in Appendix 3.

On a monthly basis, a general site inspection is performed that comprises the following
activities:

e The landfill cover is inspected for abnormalities such as depressions, bulging, erosion,
surface cracking, and stressed vegetation;

WDC021720021.ZIP/KTM 4-2



4 — REMEDIAL ACTIONS

e Groundwater monitoring wells are inspected to ensure the protective casings are in good
condition and the well caps are present, and locks are present and operational;

e Landfill gas monitoring wells are inspected to ensure they are in good condition, and locks
are present and operational;

e The roadside security fencing is visually inspected for forced entry, destruction from fallen
trees, operation and integrity of locks and gates, and overall condition of the fence;

e Warning signs are inspected to ensure that they are clearly visible and in good condition;

e The stormwater outfall and perimeter drainage channels are inspected to ensure that they
are free of blockages; and

e The outfall to the river is inspected for excessive sediment and silt build up.

In addition to the monthly general site inspection, landfill-gas production is evaluated on a
quarterly basis. A copy of each quarterly landfill-gas monitoring report is presented in
Appendix 3. This evaluation is performed as follows:

e The concentration of VOCs (including methane) and the rate of VOC emissions from the
landfill gas vents are measured; and

e The concentration of methane in the landfill gas monitoring wells are measured.

Finally, collection and analysis of stormwater runoff samples from the landfill is conducted on a
quarterly basis, when stormwater flow occurs at the outfall, to ensure no leachate is being
produced and seeping from beneath the landfill cap. Continued leaching of contaminants from
the landfill also is evaluated via a long-term groundwater sampling program. The program
currently involves sampling groundwater at the site and sediment and surface water from the
adjacent reach of the North Branch Potomac River on a tri-quarterly basis (i.e., every 9 months).

Typical O&M costs include the monthly general and quarterly detailed inspections, landfill gas
monitoring, and long-term monitoring. O&M costs for Site 5 are considerably higher than the
original estimate of $24,000 annually, likely due to higher long-term monitoring costs (i.e.,
higher number of wells sampled) than were anticipated.

Table 4-1 (below) presents annual O&M costs to date for the site. The O&M costs for 1997 reflect
the fact that O&M activities were performed for only 3 months and did not include any long-
term monitoring events. Nonstandard O&M costs represented in Table 4-1 include access road
repair work conducted in 2000, installation of automatic samplers to collect stormwater runoff
samples in 2001, and an enhanced landfill gas monitoring program in 2001.
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TABLE 4-1
Estimated Annual O&M Costs (including long-term monitoring)

Total Cost
Year (Rounded to the Nearest $500)
1997 (3 months) $1,100
1998 $73,000
1999 $64,000
2000 $69,500
2001 $74,000

4.4 Summary of Modifications to Long-Term Monitoring Program
and O&M Procedures

441 Long-Term Monitoring Program Modifications

Groundwater Sampling

According to the Long-term Monitoring Plan for Site 5 (CH2M HILL, March 1998), 13
monitoring wells were selected for the long-term monitoring program. The plan called for full
Appendix IX analyses for 7 of the 13 wells and Target Compound List (TCL) VOCs and Target
Analyte List (TAL) total and dissolved metals for the remaining six wells (in addition to a suite
of wet chemistry parameters) on a quarterly basis. The wet chemistry parameters include
alkalinity, ammonia (reported as nitrogen), bicarbonate, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD),
chemical oxygen demand (COD), chloride, nitrate, pH, sulfate, total dissolved solids (TDS),
total organic carbon (TOC), and total phenols. However, because there were no SVOCs,
pesticides, PCBs, herbicides, or explosives detected in Site 5 groundwater samples collected
during the initial long-term monitoring event (May 1998), the Partnering Team concurred on
discontinuing Appendix IX analyses in favor of TCL VOCs and total and dissolved metals
analyses. In addition, low concentration (LC) VOC analysis was substituted for TCL VOC
analysis at the inception of the long-term monitoring program in order to achieve lower
detection limits.

Because the Partnering Team concurred that the frequency of the long-term monitoring events
could be reduced without sacrificing the ability to perform an ongoing assessment of the
remedy protectiveness, the frequency of long-term monitoring was changed from quarterly to
tri-quarterly (i.e., every 9 months) starting in January 1999. At the same time, nitrite and
hardness were added to the list of wet chemistry parameters to better assess groundwater
conditions.

Six new alluvial monitoring wells (i.e., wells 5GW19 through 5GW24) were added at Site 5
during the Focused RI conducted in 2000 to assist with delineating the contaminant plume
extent and evaluating natural attenuation processes. Beginning with the August 2000 sampling
event, these six wells were incorporated into the long-term monitoring program. In addition,
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methane, ethane, and ethene analyses were added to the long-term monitoring program to
assist with the continual evaluation of natural attenuation processes.

Following submittal of the first Draft Long-Term Monitoring Report for Site 5, the Partnering
Team concurred that both total and dissolved metals analyses were not necessary for the
ongoing evaluation of the remedy, but may be necessary in the future at the conclusion of the
long-term monitoring program. Therefore, dissolved metals analysis was eliminated from the
long-term monitoring program in March 2001.

According to the Long-Term Monitoring Plan, after four rounds of quarterly long-term
monitoring, an annual report is to be prepared that includes a statistical evaluation of
groundwater data. Because the objective of the long-term monitoring program is to evaluate the
effectiveness of the OU-1 remedy (i.e., determine if contaminant concentrations decrease over
time), the Partnering Team concurred that statistical evaluation of the groundwater data is not
necessary. Therefore, it was decided during the July 2001 Partnering Team meeting that future
long-term monitoring reports would not include statistical analyses of the groundwater data. In
addition, because the sampling events take place every 9 months instead of every 3 months, the
Team also concurred that each long-term monitoring report would be prepared after four
rounds of sampling, rather than annually.

Sediment/Surface Water Sampling

According to the Long-Term Monitoring Plan, two sediment samples (i.e., one upgradient and

one downgradient of the stormwater outfall) are to be collected annually and analyzed for TCL
VOCs and SVOCs and TAL metals. Because the frequency of long-term sampling was changed
to tri-quarterly, the frequency of sediment sample collection was modified to coincide with the
tri-quarterly schedule.

After the extent of the alluvial groundwater contaminant plume was delineated and its
probable discharge point to the North Branch Potomac River identified during the Site 5
Focused RI, two additional sediment sample locations were added to the long-term monitoring
program (beginning with the August 2000 event). These locations are downstream of the
original sediment sample locations and were added to evaluate whether contaminants from the
plume were detectable in the river. Surface water sampling was also added at all four locations
for the same analyses.

Stormwater Sampling

The only change to stormwater sampling at Site 5 has been in the frequency of sample
collection. The Long-Term Monitoring Plan requires that stormwater samples be collected
quarterly; however, it has been determined that long-duration, high intensity precipitation is
required before a sufficient quantity of runoff is observed at the outfall and that this condition
rarely occurs. This has made collection of quarterly stormwater samples in accordance with the
Long-Term Monitoring Plan infeasible. Since the inception of the long-term monitoring
program, stormwater samples have been collected only in May 1998, January 1999, and
December 1999. In an effort to improve the chance that a stormwater sample is collected during
any storm event that produces flow at the outfall, an automatic sampler was installed in August
2001 that is equipped with a cellular phone to notify the treatment plant operator when samples
are collected.
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4.4.2 O&M Procedure Modifications

According to O&M Plan (CH2M HILL, March 1998), landfill gas monitoring is to be conducted
quarterly at four landfill gas monitoring wells and two landfill gas vents. Elevated methane
levels were observed in landfill gas monitoring well SLGMW04 in December 2000. As a result, a
more rigorous monitoring strategy was employed in March 2001. The more rigorous method
involved using a second instrument that could directly measure methane, carbon dioxide,
oxygen, and barometric pressure. In addition, a grab sample of the gas in 5SLGMW04 was
collected for VOC speciation. The analytical results of this sample indicated that methane
represented approximately 99.99 percent of the total hydrocarbons present in the gas
monitoring well. This more rigorous procedure was repeated in June and July 2001 with similar
results. Since that time, the gas monitoring procedure has been modified to only use the
instrument that yields direct measurement of methane, carbon dioxide, oxygen, and barometric
pressure and to collect a sample for VOC speciation once per year.
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5 Progress Since the Last 5-Year Review

This is the first 5-year review for the ABL Facility.
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6 Five-Year Review Process

6.1 Administrative Components

The ABL Site 5 OU-1 5-year ROD review team was led by Mr. Dominic O’Connor (LANTDIV)
and comprised representatives from NAVSEA (Mr. Lou Williams, Mr. David McBride, and Mr.
John Aubert), USEPA Region III (Mr. Bruce Beach), and WVDEP (Mr. Tom Bass). Assistance
with the 5-year review process was provided by the Navy IRP contractor, CH2M HILL.

During the October 16, 2001, Partnering Team meeting, the 5-year ROD review team established
the following review schedule (the tentative date for each schedule item is shown in
parentheses):

e Site Inspections (October 16, 2001 and February 12, 2002);

e Local Interviews (October 16, 2001 {O&M contractor});

e Document Review (October 16-November 30, 2001);

e Data Review (October 16-November 30, 2001);

e Draft Five-Year Review Report Development and Review (October 16, 2001-January 21,
2002); and

e Community Involvement (October 16, 2001 and February ??, 2002);

e Final Five-Year Review Report Submittal (March 22, 2002)

6.2 Community Involvement

Activities to involve the community in the 5-year review process were initiated at the October
16, 2001 Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) meeting. During the meeting, the Navy described
the regulatory requirement for a 5-year ROD review, the various components of the 5-year
review process, and need for one in 2002 for Site 5 because the landfill cap was installed in 1997.
Relevant historical information about Site 5 was also presented. None of the attendees
expressed any concern over the protectiveness of the remedy. However, notification of a public
meeting held on February 13, 2002, was placed in two local newspapers (the Mineral Daily
News Tribune and the Cumberland Times). The purpose of the public meeting was to present
the findings of the 5-year ROD review for Site 5 OU-1 to the community members and to
address any comments or questions they had.

6.3 Document Review

The 5-year review included a review of relevant documents, including O&M records and
monitoring data. Appendix 4 is a list of all documents reviewed during the 5-year review
process. In addition, ARARSs, as listed in the Site 5 OU-1 ROD, were reviewed (see Appendix 5).
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6.4 Data Review

Analytical data and related information collected during the six rounds of sampling for the
Site 5 OU-1 long-term monitoring program (from May 1998 through June 2001) were reviewed.
Although the long-term monitoring program was initiated under a quarterly sampling
schedule, the ABL Partnering Team adjusted the schedule to triquarterly (i.e., every 9 months)
to more cost-effectively monitor the effectiveness of the landfill cap over time. A discussion of
the monitoring data by media is presented below.

Groundwater

Constituents detected in groundwater samples from the Site 5 alluvial and bedrock
groundwater monitoring wells are summarized in Tables 1 and 2, respectively, in Appendix 6.
All of the groundwater monitoring wells are shown in Figure 2. Section 4.4 notes the particular
wells sampled during each of the long-term monitoring events.

Tables 1 and 2 (Appendix 6) identify the constituents detected in Site 5 groundwater and their
respective Federal MCLs for drinking water and USEPA Risk-Based Concentrations (RBCs) for
tap water, where applicable. Shaded values in the tables indicate an exceedance of either the
MCL or tap water RBC.

Metals are the constituents most frequently detected in groundwater, which is normal for
naturally occurring constituents, although some VOCs have been detected in several of the
wells. A few of the detected constituents have been measured at concentrations that exceed
MCLs or adjusted RBCs, but in general, constituent concentrations are relatively low. No
SVQOCs, herbicides, or pesticides/PCBs have been detected in Site 5 groundwater.

Since the long-term monitoring program began, in May 1998, TCE has been the only VOC
detected above its MCL in alluvial and bedrock groundwater samples collected at Site 5. The
detected concentrations have remained relatively constant. To date, no distinguishable trend
with respect to VOC concentrations is identifiable in the alluvial or bedrock groundwater at
Site 5. However, it should be noted that the long-term monitoring program has only been
conducted for several years and that it may require a longer period of time before a readily
identifiable trend becomes apparent.

The only total and/or dissolved metals that have been detected above their MCLs in Site 5
groundwater (downgradient of the landfill) since inception of the long-term monitoring
program are antimony (two detections in bedrock) and thallium (seven detections in alluvium
and four detections in bedrock). However, there is no consistency in the detections nor in the
wells in which the metals were detected. Furthermore, lead has been detected only sporadically
in both the alluvial and bedrock groundwater (five detections in alluvium and three detections
in bedrock) above its action level.

Regarding contaminant plume migration, a focused RI conducted in 2000 evaluated the extent
of the plume, identified the likely discharge point to the North Branch Potomac River, and
determined that the contamination did not appear to be adversely impacting the river. Selection
of a remedial action for groundwater contamination at Site 5 (i.e., OU-2) is anticipated in 2003.
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Stormwater

Stormwater is collected from the perimeter drainage channel on the western side of the landfill
at the location shown in Figure 2. The Site 5 Long-Term Monitoring Plan requires quarterly
sampling of stormwater runoff from the Site 5 landfill. However, it has been determined that
long-duration, high intensity precipitation is required before a sufficient quantity of runoff is
observed at the outfall and that this condition rarely occurs, especially during the summer and
winter months. Consequently, only three rounds of stormwater samples have been collected

since the long-term monitoring program started (i.e., May 1998, January 1999, and December
1999).

Constituents detected in stormwater runoff samples are summarized in Table 3 of Appendix 6.
The data show that the concentrations of aluminum detected in January and December 1999
exceed the West Virginia Specific Water Quality Criterion (SWQC) for aquatic life. The data also
show that the detected concentrations of iron during the same sampling events exceed the
human health SWQC for a potable water supply. However, this reach of the North Branch
Potomac River is not used as a potable water supply. Similarly, the SWQC exceedance for
nitrate in the December 1999 sample is for a potable water supply.

Evaluation of the constituents detected to date in the stormwater runoff samples does not
suggest contaminants are leaching from beneath the landfill cap and entering the drainage
channels.

Sediment

Constituents detected in the North Branch Potomac River sediment samples collected during
the Site 5 long-term monitoring program are summarized in Table 4 of Appendix 6. Sediment
samples were collected from sampling locations shown in Figure 2. Several VOCs and SVOCs
have been detected in the sediment samples, but none above an RBC screening criterion

(Table 4). Further, none of the detected organic constituents is likely attributable to Site 5, based
on historic Site 5 groundwater data.

A number of metals have been detected in sediment samples adjacent to Site 5. Although the
concentrations of several constituents exceed RBC screening criteria (i.e., arsenic, iron, and
manganese), the detected concentrations of all constituents adjacent to Site 5 are similar to those
at the upgradient sampling location (Table 4).

Surface Water

Surface-water sampling is not required by the Site 5 Long-Term Monitoring Plan. However, as
part of a modification made during the Site 5 Focused Rl investigation to assess natural
attenuation processes in groundwater at the site, surface water samples have been added to the
long-term monitoring program. Constituents detected in the North Branch Potomac River
surface-water samples collected since August 2000 are summarized in Table 5 of Appendix 6.
Surface water samples were collected from sampling locations shown in Figure 2.

No VOCs or explosive constituents have been detected in the surface-water samples. Similar to
the sediment sample results, the surface-water data suggest the constituent concentrations
adjacent to Site 5 are similar to those at the upgradient sampling location (Table 5).
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Landfill Gas

Quarterly landfill gas monitoring is conducted at four landfill gas monitoring wells and two
landfill gas vents at locations shown in Figure 2. An enhanced landfill gas monitoring program
was implemented after elevated methane levels were measured in landfill gas monitoring well
5LGMW04 in December 2000. The enhanced program included an additional instrument that
allows direct measurement of methane, carbon dioxide, and oxygen concentrations. In addition,
grab samples were collected from 5LGMW04 in March, June, and July 2001 to quantify the
various VOCs in the gas monitoring well. The results indicate that methane represents over
99.99 percent of the total hydrocarbons in the gas monitoring well. However, although elevated
above the other gas monitoring wells, none of the measured VOC concentrations observed in
SLGMW04 exceed current regulatory standards, but as a precautionary measure, a flammable
gas warning label has been placed on the monitoring well. The results of quarterly landfill gas
monitoring are provided in Appendix 3.

A pilot study was conducted in April 2002 during which the gas in SLGMW04 was evacuated
over a period of approximately 1 week in order to evaluate the extent of the methane gas
source. The ultimate objective of the pilot test is to evaluate whether a corrective action for the
methane gas is necessary. Preliminary results indicate that the test successfully extracted the
methane and little rebound has been observed.

6.5 Site Inspection

Two 5-year review site inspections were conducted on October 16, 2001, and on February 12,
2002, by the members of the ABL Partnering Team (i.e., LANTDIV, NAVSEA, USEPA, WVDEP,
and CH2M HILL). The purpose of the inspections were to assess the protectiveness of the
remedy, including the condition of the cap, stormwater drainage system and autosamplers, gas
vents, gas monitoring wells, groundwater monitoring wells, and access-restriction signs. A copy
of the photographic log collected during the October site inspection is presented in Appendix 7.
The Inspection Checklist completed during the October 2001 inspection of Site 5 is provided in
Appendix 8.

In general the various components of the remedy were observed to be in good condition. No
issues that could potentially affect the protectiveness of the remedy were observed during the
site inspection. Examination of the cap revealed some bare spots; however, soil samples of the
cap have been collected for typing in order to identify the proper grass type for overseeding.
Overseeding and fertilization will take place in 2002.

Another minor issue that was noted was that some of the monitoring well protective casings
and posts needed to be repainted. A facilitywide monitoring well refurbishment program is
underway at ABL. All necessary Site 5 monitoring well refurbishment activities were completed
in the fall of 2001.

A number of land use control mechanisms are currently in place for Site 5 that prohibit the use
or disturbance of soil and groundwater, excavation activities, disturbance of the cap, and any
other activities that might interfere with the implemented remedy. No activities (past or
present) were observed that might have violated the land use control mechanisms. Road access
to the site is restricted by a gate that is monitored by ABL security officials. Only personnel
displaying appropriate security passes are permitted access to Site 5. In addition, there are signs
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posted on the east, west, north, and south sides of the landfill, stating that the property is
government-owned and that trespassing is not permitted (see Appendix 7). A deed notation has
been filed with Mineral County that further limits land use at Site 5 (see Appendix 2). A land
use control implementation plan (LUCIP) for Site 5 is currently being developed that will
formally document the land use controls that currently exist on the site and prescribes
administrative review of these controls.

6.6 Interviews

Interviews were conducted with the following parties as part of the 5-year review process (the
date(s) of the interviews are shown in parentheses):

e Mr. Tim Miller, Operations Management International, Inc. (OMI), Groundwater Treatment
Plant Operator (October 16, 2001)

e Community Members during Public Meeting (February 13, 2002)

The groundwater treatment plant operator, who also conducts the landfill O&M activities, was
interviewed by the ABL Partnering Team members on October 16, 2001. The operator stated
that the O&M inspections for Site 5 are conducted on a monthly, quarterly, and annual basis.
During these inspections, any problems that are identified are documented on the inspection
forms. Minor problems or maintenance issues are often corrected at the time of the inspection.
For those that require more substantial repairs or modifications, Navy approval is sought prior
to initiating the corrective or modifying action. The resultant work typically is documented on
the inspection form and detailed in monthly progress reports to the Navy. The EPA and
WVDEP remedial project managers are consulted and notified regarding such activities at
monthly Partnering Team meetings or through official correspondence.

The results of the Site 5 OU-1 5-year ROD review were presented to the community members,
as represented during the February 13, 2002, RAB meeting. At that time questions and
comments were solicited. A copy of the public meeting transcript is provided in Appendix 9.

WDC021720021.ZIP/KTM 6-5



7 Technical Assessment

The following technical assessment supports the determination that the selected remedy at ABL
Site 5 OU-1 is protective of human health and the environment.

Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision document?

The 5-year ROD review process, comprising data, document, and ARAR review; a site
inspection; and personnel interviews, indicates that, in general, the remedy for OU-1 is
functioning as intended by the ROD. The stabilization and capping of soil and landfill contents
has achieved the primary remedial objectives of preventing direct contact with contaminated
soil and landfill waste and minimizing continued leaching of contaminants to the underlying
groundwater. The function of the various components of the remedy is discussed below:

Administrative Documentation of Land Use Controls and Other Measures: Site access by
road is currently restricted by a 6-foot-high, galvanized conventional chain-link fence and
gate (video-monitored); access through the gate is limited to authorized personnel only and
is enforced by facility security personnel. Signs are posted around the perimeter of OU-1
warning potential trespassers. Monthly inspections are conducted that include evaluating
the condition of these access control measures. In addition, a deed notation has been filed
with the local government disclosing landfill boundaries, potential contaminants present,
and limitations placed on land use. A LUCIP is currently being prepared to formally
document the land use controls that currently exist on the site and prescribe administrative
review of these controls.

Remedial Action Performance: The landfill cover system has been effective in isolating
waste and contaminants from potential receptors, minimizing run-on, and minimizing the
migration of contaminants to groundwater, surface water, and sediment.

System Operations/O&M: Operation and maintenance of the cap and drainage structures
has, as a whole, been effective. During site inspections, slope creep has been observed on the
hillside above Channel 4; however, this condition currently does not affect the performance
or integrity of the cover system, but will continue to be monitored. Minor problems are
corrected during the inspections, while more substantial repairs (e.g., access road repair) or
modifications (e.g., installation of stormwater autosamplers) are first approved by the Navy.

Cost of System Operations/O&EM: As noted above in Section 4, annual costs have been
higher than original estimates, primarily due to a higher number of wells sampled and,
therefore, analyses required. Annual O&M costs have ranged from $64,000 to $74,000,
compared to the anticipated annual cost of $24,000.

Opportunities for Optimization: As a result of the review of the long-term monitoring data
for groundwater, surface water, sediment and leachate, there may be an opportunity for
optimization of the current sampling program. However, further modifications to the long-
term monitoring program are not anticipated until the remedy for OU-2 (i.e., groundwater,
surface water, and sediment) is selected.
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e Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Failure: No early indicators of potential remedy
failure were noted during the 5-year review. The level of maintenance activities has been
consistent with expectations.

Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

® Changes in Standards and To Be Considereds (TBCs): No substantial changes in standards
or TBCs were identified during this 5-year review that would affect the protectiveness of the
remedy.

e Changes in Exposure Pathways: No changes in the site conditions that would affect
exposure pathways were identified during the 5-year review. No new contaminants,
sources, or routes of exposure were identified as part of this 5-year review. There is no
indication that hydrologic or hydrogeologic conditions have changed substantially since the
remedy was implemented. A higher level of protectiveness of the remedy will be achieved,
however, when the LUCIP for Site 5 is implemented.

e Changes in Toxicity and Other Contaminant Characteristics: Although there may have
been some changes in regulatory levels and risk characteristics of some contaminants at
Site 5, these changes would not affect the protectiveness of the selected remedy for OU-1.

® Changes in Risk Assessment Methodologies: Although there have been some procedural
changes to how human and ecological risk assessments are conducted, none of these
changes would affect the protectiveness of the selected remedy for OU-1.

Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No additional information has been identified during this review that should call into question
the protectiveness of the selected remedy for OU-1.

7.1 Technical Assessment Summary

On the basis of the documents and data reviewed, the site inspections, and the interviews, the
Site 5 OU-1 remedy is functioning as intended by the ROD. There have been no changes in the
physical condition of the landfill cap since its construction that would affect the protectiveness
of the remedy for OU-1. Nor were there any substantial changes in standards or TBCs identified
during this 5-year review that would affect the protectiveness of the remedy. Further, it is not
believed that any change in standard risk assessment methodology should affect the remedy
protectiveness. No additional information has been identified during this review that should
call into question the protectiveness of the remedy.
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8 Issues

Issues that were identified during the 5-year review are noted in Table 8-1 below. None of these
issues are considered by the Navy, USEPA, or WVDEP to be sufficient to warrant a finding that

the remedy is not meeting its protectiveness objectives.

TABLE 8-1
Issues Identified

Issues

Currently Affects Affects Future
Protectiveness Protectiveness
(Y/N) (Y/N)

Administrative Documentation of Land Use Controls

There are land use controls in place for Site 5, including gated
access, signs, and a deed notation. However, a LUCIP for Site 5
OU-1 has not been finalized. Preparation of this document should
enhance the land use controls of this site.

Slope Instability

The area of slope creep on the hillside above Discharge Channel 4
shows approximately 1 foot of offset.

Documentation of Repairs/Maintenance

Repairs to the landfill cap and related structures are documented on
the monthly inspection reports and monthly progress reports.
Corrective measures and maintenance activities should be compiled
into a single permanent record to provide ease of review.

Site 5 O&M and Long-Term Monitoring Plans

A number of procedural and monitoring modifications have been
made since the Site 5 O&M and Long-Term Monitoring Plans were
prepared.

Landfill Gas Monitoring Well 5SLGMWO04 Elevated Methane
Levels

Elevated methane gas levels (relative to the other landfill gas
monitoring wells and relative to the methane lower explosive limit
(LEL)) have been measured in 5LGMW04 (located adjacent to the
cap) since December 2000. Elevated methane has not been
measured in the gas vents located within the landfill cap. Corrective
actions to address methane in SLGMWO04 have been implemented
and preliminary results indicate that the test successfully extracted
the methane and little rebound has been observed.
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9 Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

The recommendations and follow-up actions for the issues identified in Section 8 are
summarized in Table 9-1 below.

TABLE 9-1

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Follow-up
Actions: Affects

Recommendations/ Party Oversight Milestone Protectiveness
Issue Follow-up Actions Responsible Agency Date (Y/N)
Land Use Controls  Prepare/implement Navy USEPA 2002 N
LUCIP for Site 5. WVDEP
Slope Instability Continue monitoring for Navy USEPA Monthly N
additional slope creep. WVDEP
Documentation of Initiate and maintain a Navy USEPA 6/14/02 N
Repairs and single permanent WVDEP
Maintenance document of all repairs
and corrective actions.
Site 5 O&M and Update these plans to Navy USEPA 12/31/02 N
Long-Term reflect current WVDEP
Monitoring Plans procedures.
Landfill Gas Undertake a study to Navy USEPA 04/30/02 N
Monitering Well evaluate the extent of the WVDEP
5L GMW04 methane gas and to

Elevated Methane
Levels

determine whether
corrective action is
warranted.
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10 Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at Site 5 OU-1 is protective of human health and the environment with respect to
potential contact with landfill waste and contaminated soil. A future remedy will be selected to
address Site 5 OU-2 (groundwater, surface water and sediment).

The cap prevents direct contact with landfill waste and contaminated soil, and is likely effective
at minimizing infiltration of precipitation and subsequent contaminant leaching to ground-
water. The remedy also allows for the monitoring of landfill gases and stormwater runoff.

Land use controls (i.e., warning signs, gated access, routine site inspections, and a deed
notation) are currently in place to limit access and land use. The protectiveness of the remedy
currently is comparable to the level of protectiveness that existed at the time construction of the
remedy was completed.

Although existing groundwater data are insufficient to determine whether contaminant
leaching to groundwater has been completely mitigated, continued groundwater monitoring
should provide adequate data to evaluate contaminant reduction. Furthermore, a remedy for
groundwater, surface water, and sediment at Site 5 (i.e., OU-2) is anticipated in 2003.

To further ensure long-term protectiveness in the future, additional administrative controls for
Site 5 may be implemented in 2002 based on future agreements between the Department of
Defense and USEPA.
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11  Next Review

This site requires statutory 5-year reviews because contaminants remain onsite above levels
that permit unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Therefore, the next 5-year review is
required to be completed five years from the date on the signature page at the beginning of
this report.

An update to this 5-Year ROD Review Report will be completed at the next trigger date,
which is for Site 1 groundwater, June 2003. That update will include a comprehensive
review of the status of all sites at ABL. Forthcoming 5-Year ROD Review Reports will be
completed on a 5-year schedule starting with the current report (i.e., June 2007, June 2012,
etc.).
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Appendix 1
Site Maps
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Appendix 2
Site 5 Deed Notation
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Appendix 3
Landfill Inspection Reports




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

JDAY'S DATE: 03/13/2002 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Cloudy 40's MONITORING DONE BY:
Tim Miller
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: North 5 mph
Ihmmn Gas Monitoring (Landtec GA-90)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons | (B) Methane | Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, and Time Velocity
SNcues {ppmv) %) Pressure (units given) (seconds) (fpm)
vent SLGVO01
CO2 =0.0%; 02 = 12.2%;
0.0 ppm 10.0% ure = 29.1 "hg 20 14
vent SLGV02
= CO2 = 0.0%; 02 = 20.7%;
0.0 ppm 10.0% ure = 29.1"hg 14 19
onitoring well
SLGMWO01 CO2 =0.2%; 02 = 20.1%;
= 0.0% =29.1"hg = -
[Monitoring well
5T GMWO02 CO2=0.7%; 02 = 19.9%;
s 5 10.0% pressure = 29.1"hg - =
§Monitoring well
SLGMWO03 CO2 =0.7%; 02 = 19.8%;
- 0.0% pressure =29.1"hg - -
onitoring well
MWO04 CO2=02%; 02 = 10.5%;
- 10.8% =29.1"h — -

Jote: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through SLGMWO04.

1eachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
[North Slope
No leachate observed
West Slope
- No leachate observed
{Drainage  structures
Good condition.




SITE 5§ QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY'SDATE: 12/13/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Cldy-40's MONITORING DONE BY:
Tim Miller
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: none
{Landfill Gas Monitoring (TVA-100)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure (gpmv) %o . (ppmv) (seconds) (fpm)
liGas vent SLGVO01
24.5ppm 0.0% 24.5ppm 17 16
[iGas vent SLGV02
14.1ppm 10.0% 14.1ppm 10 27
iMonitoring well
SLGMWO0I1
- 0.0% - s -
IMonitoring well
MWO02
pLG - 0.0% - = —
onitoring well
SLGMWO03
- 0.0% = — _
onitoring well
GMW04 __ 6.9% _ _ -

,'Note: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWOI through SLGMW04.

szachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
orth Slope
iNo leachate observed
'West Slope
No leachate observed
inage  structures
Good condition




SITE 5§ QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

{ODAY’S DATE: 09/27/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 80 ‘ MONITORING DONE BY:
Joe Kenderdine/ Tim Mille
BEKD. Methane (%): 0.00% WIND DIRECTION: none
Landfill Gas Monitoring (Landtec GA-90)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane | Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, and Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (%) Pressure (units given) (seconds) (fpm)
rGas vent SLGV01 : ’ .
C02 =0.8%; 02 =20.0%; -
- 0.0% . pressure = 28.8"Hg 19 14
§Gas vent SLGV02 y
|CO2 = 0.0%; 02 = 21.4%;
- 0.0% pressure = 28.9"hg 13 - j21
onitoring well "
SLGMWO1 J : CO2=0.6%; 02 =21.5%;
— ) 0.0% ssure =28.8"Hg. — -
fMonitoring well
SL.GMWO02 CO2= 13.5%; 02= 48%;
- 10.0% pressure = 28.9"Hg - -
Monitoring well 2
MWO03 CO2=93%; 02 = 13.4%;
o 0.0% ure =28.9"Hg - -
onitoring well '
SLGMWO04 C02=172%; 02 =0.0%:
= 13.2% pressure = 28.9"Hg == E=
Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
orth Slope
No leachate observed
'West Slope
. |No leachate observed
Drainage  structures ‘
Good condition.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY’S DATE:

BKD. TPH (ppmv):

09/27/2001

0.0 ppm

WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 80

WIND DIRECTION: none

MONITORING DONE BY:
Tim Miller

Landfill Gas Monitoring (TVA-100)

Monitoring
Structure

(A) Total Hydrocarbons
(ppmv)

(B) Methane
(ppmv)

Total VOCs[(A)-(B)]

(Ppmv)

Time

| Velocity
(seconds)

(fpm)

§Gas vent SLGV01

6.3 ppm

4.6 ppm

1.7 ppm

19 ‘ 14

vent SLGV02

1.2 ppm

0.6 ppm

|0.6 ppm

13 21

Monitoring well
- I5SLGMWO01

{Monitoring well
ISLGMWO02

[Monitoring well
SLGMWO03

Monimﬁng well
SLGMW04

ote: Methane readings at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through 5LGMWO04 were taken with the Landtec GA90

Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
orth Slope
No leachate observed
'West Slope
No leachate observed
iDrainage  structures
Good condition.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 07/25/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 85 MONITORING DONE BY:
Joe Kenderdine

BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: none

ﬁandﬁﬁ Gas Monitoring (Landtec GA-90)

Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane | Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, and Time Velocity
» Structure (ppmv) (%) Pressure (units given) (seconds) (fpm)
FGas vent SLGV01 :
IGas vent 5SLGV02

[Monitoring well
SLGMWO1

. [Monitoring well
SLGMWO02

IMonitoring well
SLGMWO03

(Monitoring well
ISLGMWO04 CO2 = 13.1%; 02 = 0.0%;

= 11.9% pressure = 28.8"Hg o= —
ote: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO1 through SLGMWO04.

[Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring QObservations
Feature
{[North Slope
No leachate observed
'West Slope
No leachate observed
ge  structures
Good condition.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

fODAY’S DATE: 06/20/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 75 MONITORING DONE BY:
' Joe Kenderdine
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: none
{Landfill Gas Monitoring (Landtec GA-90)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane | Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, and Time Velocity
- Stm_gm __(ppmv) (%) Pressure (units given) (seconds) (fpm)
Gas vent SLGV01 :
ven CO2 = 0.0%; 02 = 20.9%;
— 0.0% pressure =29.2"Hg 12 23
JAaea Loz CO2 = 0.0%; 02 = 20.6%;
-- 0.0% pressure = 29.2"hg 20 14
Monitorin 11 :
. CO2 = 4.4%; 02 = 18.5%;
-- 0.0% pressure = 29.3"Hg - -
Mﬂ"mmmw""mg“" CO2 = 8.1%; 02 = 3.0%;
- 0.0% %nssure =292"Hg -- -
tor m - .
m i CO2 = 5.4%; 02 = 12.2%;
-- 10.0% pressure = 29.3"Hg - -
Monitoring well - .
— : 0.5% pressure = 29.3"H -- —
[Note: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through SLGMWO04.

Iln:lmte Monitoring

Monitoring Observations
Feature
orth Slope
No leachate observed
[West Slope
No leachate observed
Drainage  structures
Good condition.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 06/20/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 75 MONITORING DONE BY:
Joe Kenderdine
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: none
Landfill Gas Monitoring (TVA-100)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure MV) (ppmv) jpmv) (seconds) - -(fpm)
vent SLGV01
14 ppm 1 ppm 13 ppm 12 23
vent SLGVO02
' |8 ppm 3 ppm 5 ppm 120 14
Flljmiwring well 7
GMW01 _ Y- _ - _
{Monitoring well '
5SLGMWO02
— 1 ppm —~ - -
onitoring well
MWO03
- 12 ppm - -- -~
onitoring well
GMW04 - 1550 ppm - = =
[Note: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO1 through SLGMW04.
#I.mnnte Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature ’
orth Slope
No leachate observed
'West Slope
No leachate observed
inage  structures
Good condition.




SITE 5§ QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

FODAY’S DATE: - 03/29/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Rain mid 40's MONITORING DONE BY:

Joe Kenderdine
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm WIND DIRECTION: none
[Canafil Gas Monitoring (Landtec GA-90)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane | Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, and Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (%) Pressure (units given) (seconds) (fpm)
Gag vent 2LGVOR CO2 = 0.2%; 02 = 19.3%;
- 0.0% pressure = 996 mBars 22 12.3
—
s e ALGVO2 lcoz = 4.6%; 02 = 9.5%:
- 0.0% pressure = 996 mBars 12 22.5
fMonitoring well
5LGMWO1 CO2 = 0.2%; 02 = 20.1%;
- 0.0% pressure = 995 mBars - -~
itori ell
M“g’M“",’(’)gw CO2 = 0.7%; 02 = 19.9%;
- |0.0% pressure = 997 mBars = -
‘;3“'1:{”“",’5%““ CO2 = 0.7%:; 02 = 19.8%;
- 0.0% pressure = 997 mBars — —
mmoi e CO2 = 0.2%; 02 = 20.5%;
- 0.1% pressure = 997 mBars = ==

INote: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO1 through SLGMWO04.

{Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature

[North Slope
No leachate observed

'West Slope
No leachate observed

[Drainage  structures
iGood condition. Tree branches removed from channel.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 03/29/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Rain mid 40s MONITORING DONE BY:
Joe Kenderdine
BKD. TPH (ppmv): 0.0 ppm ) WIND DIRECTION: none
Iumdﬁl Gas Monitoring (TVA-100)
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (ppmv) (ppmv) (seconds) (fpm)
Gas vent SLGVO01
\ 28.8 ppm 22.7 ppm 6.1 ppm 22 12.3
FGas vent SLGV02
0.15 ppm 0.15 ppm 0.0 ppm 12 22.5
Monitoring well
SLGMWO01 B 0.3 ppm _ - x
[Monitoring well
SLGMWO02
- |0.0 ppm - - -
Monitoring well
5SLGMWO03
- 0.0 ppm - -- —
itoring well
i — 660 ppm — - <

[Nome: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO1 through SLGMW04.

Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
# Feature .
orth Slope

No leachate observed

[ West Slope
No leachate observed

[Drainage  structures
Good condition. Tree branches removed from channel.




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 12/11/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: cloudy mid 30’s

BKD. TPH (ppmv): WIND DIRECTION: South 5 mph

MONITORING DONE BY:

Hubert Ling

I'Landﬁn Gas Monitoring

I Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)]
Structure (ppmv) (ppmv) (ppmv)

Time
(seconds)

Velocity
.. (fpm)

|Gas vent SLGV01

F&s vent SLGV02

Monitoring well
SLGMWO01

onitoring well
SLGMWO02

lMonitoring well
W - ‘ 38,500 ppm --

lNote: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through SLGMWO04.

{Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
[North Slope

No leachate observed

'West Slope

No leachate observed

Drainage
jistructures

Good Condition




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TfODAY’S DATE: 12/04/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: cloudy mid 20’s MONITORING DONE BY:
Mike D‘Am‘gg
BKD. TPH (ppmv): ___ WIND DIRECTION: South 5 mph
\
ndfill Gas Monitoring
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane. Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (ppmv) (ppmv) (seconds) (fpm)
Gas vent SLGVO1 '
5615 ppm 5450 ppm 165 ppm 10 27.0
vent SLGV02
6820 ppm 6460 ppm 360 ppm 14 19.3
onitoring well
SLGMWO01
= .56 ppm - s s
onitoring well
S5LGMWO02 . 1.90 ppm . — =
onitoring well
(il 5 -- 11.71 ppm -- -- -
onitoring well
ks - 26,600 ppm = — =

Note: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through SLGMW04.

I]mchnbe Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature
orth Slope

No leachate Observed

West Slope

No leachate Observed

Drainage
tructures

Good Condition




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

1tODAY’S DATE: 08/10/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: P. cloudy, low 80’s MONITORING DONE BY:
Mike D’ Arrigo
BKD. TPH (ppmv): _ WIND DIRECTION: North 5 mph
Ilandﬂll Gas Monitoring
I Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (ppmv) (ppmv) (seconds) (fpm)
lGas vent SLGVO01
1.19 ppm 1.14 ppm .05 ppm 0 0
IGﬂS vent SLGV02 ]
1.04 ppm 1.01 ppm .03 ppm 0 0
onitoring well
LGMWO01
- .19 ppm - - -
onitoring well
5LGMWO02 . 1.01 ppm _ - -
onitoring well
SLGMWO03 _ 8.70 ppm _ : ' _ _
onitoring well
SLGMWO04 _ 2880 ppm _ . _

iote: Only methane readings are used at the monitoring wells SLGMWO01 through SLGMWO04.

Leachate Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
Feature

rorth ‘Slope
None Observed
IVut Slope _
None Observed

inage
structures
Good Condition




SITE 5 QUARTERLY MONITORING LOG

TfODAY’S DATE: 05/09/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear low 80’s MONITORING DONE BY:
Mike D’ Arrigo
BKD. TPH (ppmv): WIND DIRECTION: North Bast
i]..nndfill Gas Monitoring
Monitoring (A) Total Hydrocarbons (B) Methane Total VOCs[(A)-(B)] Time Velocity
Structure (ppmv) (_Rpmv) ' (_Ppmv) (seconds) (fpm)
Gas vent SLGV01
.68 ppm .19 ppm .49 ppm 0
vent SLGVO02
.65 ppm .62 ppm .03 ppm 0
onitoring well
5LGMWO01
- .84ppm = - =
onitoring well
SLGMW02
- .88 ppm -- -- -~
onitoring well
SLGMWO03 _ 264 ppm s - .
IMonitoring well
SLGMW04 _ 62 pi _ B _ J

Note: Only methane readings are used at the moni

toring wells SLGMWOI through SLGMW04.

Il..enchnte Monitoring
Monitoring Observations
j
INorth Slope
None Observed
| West Slope

None Observed

inage
structures

Good Condition




SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY'S DATE:

05/31/2002

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 80's

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller

Item

Types of Problems

Observations

Acceptable 7

Yes

No

Recommended
Remedial Action

Date of
Completion

General Site
Conditions

ﬁllapl waste disposal on-site,
litter, vegetative cover needs
mowing, warning signs are

Site in good condition

X

Access rond

o
Silt bulld-up on surface, needs
mote stone cover, needs
restabilization in some areas

Amurudiu&odwudidon

Vent risers

Damaged, plugged or knocked-
jover

Vents are in good condition

X

Loose, damaged or rusted
casings, broken or missing locks,

Wells are in good condition

cover soil, loss of vegetative
lcover, cracking of cover soil (>3°
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
[sinkholes, depsessioas, seeps at
ioe of slopes

Landfill Cap in good condition

Dead or distressed vegetation,
trees, shrubs, or brush growing
on capped area, bare spots
greaier than 10 square feet

Vegetation in good condition

See comment # 2

Undercutting at entry, siltation or
|vegetation noeds to be removed
from channel, flow obstructions,

riprap needs more stons cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining

\crecking or deterioration of RCP,

Drainage structures in good
Mﬂw 0

See Comment # 1.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40° from inlet of pipe a distaoce of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time.
Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary.

Page | of



SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 04/26/2002 WEATHER CONDITIONS: cloudy 50's INSPECTION DONE BY' Tim Miller
Tiem Types of Probicms Obscrvations ‘Acceptablo 7 Recomucoded Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site legal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
'. warning signs e
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
|mmmw.nudl Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some areas
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veuts are in good condition X
Wells are in good condition X
Landfill Cap in good condition X
Vegetation in good condition X See comment § 2
Drainage structures in good X Seo Comment # 1,
condition.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30'. This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation, No actions recommended at this time.
Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary.

Page lof 1



SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [] DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 03/13/2002 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Cloudy 40's INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Ttem Types of Problems Observations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Cogleﬁm
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming sigas are
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more slone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
i in some areas
Veat riscrs Damaged, plogged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Wells are in good condition X
Landfill Cap in good condition X
Vegetation in good condition X See comment # 2
Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
condition.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer wo sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is eacroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
Z. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure, These trees have shown oo life since March 2001 whea OMI began landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation, No actions recommended at this time.

Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary.

Page L of .



SETE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 02/25/2002 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 65 INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Item Types of Problems Observations Agn_egubh? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site illegal waste disposal on-sits,
Counditions litter, vegetative cover nseda Site in good condition X
mowing, warning sigos are
Access road ISilt build-up o surface, needs
{moce stone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some areas
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Wells are in good condition X
Landfill Cap in good condition X
Vegetation in good coadition X See comment # 2
Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1,
coudition,

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching iato CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30, This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Mounthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, ourside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections,

Tree die off likely due 10 change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time.
Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as pecessary,
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 01/22/2002 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 45 INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Item 'T‘ypudhohlm Obeervations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
— Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site IMlegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Access road In good condition X
restabilization in some areas
Veat risers plugged or knocked-
Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  {Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring concrete pad, damaged
wells well ID illegible
wells
Landfill cap ding or poor drainage due to
sattlemant, active erosloa rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
soll, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
depreasions, sesps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover tress, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X See comment # 2
ou capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at eatry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs 1o be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from chaonel, flow obstructions, condition.
or deterioration of RCP,
riprap peeds mare slone COVer,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer 1o sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is oot restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time,
2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure, These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time.
Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary,
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 12132001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Cloudy 40's INSPECTION DONE BY: _Tim Miller
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
= Yes No Remedial Action mlenun
General Site waste disposal on-gite,
Conditions litter, vegatative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
dumaged
Access road build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some areas
Veant risers ﬂnumpd.phwdwhnchd-
over Veats are in good condition X

Wells are in good condition X
Landfill Cap in good condition X
Vegetation in good condition X See comment # 2
Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1,
condition.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation s not restricting the drainage at this time,

Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.

2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections.
Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time,

Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: 8 GENERAL O DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 11/30/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 60's INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Ttem Types of Problems Observations M'I Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site lllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover nesds Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
Aocess roed Silt build-up on surface, noeds .
more stone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some arcas
Veat risers X plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good coadition X

Wells are in good condition X
Landfill Cap in good condition X
Cover ﬁu.mumm Vegetation in good condition X See comment ¥ 2
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation peeds to be removed . Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1,
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels evoded, or
wot draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40° from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.

Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time,

2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI began landfill inspections.
Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended st this time.

Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as necessary.
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~ SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 10/26/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Qidy 50's INSPECTION DONE BY: _Tim Miller
Item Types of Problems Observations le 7 Recommended Date of
_ Yes No Remedial Action Completion

General Site Tegal waste disposal on-site, .

Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged

Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stons cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some arcas

Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X

Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted

Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
' scttlement, active erosioa rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X

cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
tne of slopes

Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,

Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X See comment # 2
oa capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet

Drainage  |Undercatting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
] from channel, flow obstructions, condition,

cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
|oot draining

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40° from inlet of pipe a distance of 30". This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.

Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.

2. Noted 14 dead trees at the porth end of landfill, outside drainage structure. Thﬂemhlveahmnohfemmzmlwmomugmhndﬁllmpwm.
Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommeaded at this time.

Fallen trees will be removed from drainage channel, as necessary.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: 09/27/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 80 INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller/ Joe Kenderdine
Ttem Types of Problems Obscrvations Acceptable 1 Recommended Date of
L Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some areas '
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good candition X
Landfill Gas &  [Loose, damaged or rusied
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollands, well ID illegible
. vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3°
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X See comment # 2
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover, L
grass lined channels croded, or

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.
1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.

2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end of landfill, outside drainage structure. These trees have shown no life since March 2001 when OMI bejan landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage chamcteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time.

Fallen trees will be removed from drainage channel, as neceagary.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller

TODAY'S DATE: 08/30/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 85
ltem L Types of Problems Observations ‘Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
- Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Access road in good condition X
restabilization in some areas
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Moaitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Poading or poor drainage due to
settlemeat, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative '
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X See commeat # 2
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for Jocation of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", Thhumnonhno(mm;hdmnqeumhﬂme
Monthly jnspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.

2. Noted lidgnduuumhnmﬂnendofhndﬁﬂ.mauuummmumhauwwmmmmztDl when OMI began landfill inspections.

Tree die off likely due to change in drainage characteristics associated with landfill cap installation. No actions recommended at this time.

Fallen trees will be removed if from drainage channel, as neceasary.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 07/25/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 85 INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Tem Types of Problems Cbservasions “Accepiable 7 Recommended Date of
- Yes No Remedial Action Completion

General Site Mlegal waste disposal an-site, :

Conditions lister, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged

Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
mare stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some arcas aggregale.

Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
aver Vents are in good condition X

Landfill Gas & [Loose, damaged or rusted

Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X

Manitoring broken coacrete pad, damaged

wells ballards, well ID illegible

vegetation obstructing wells

Landfillcap . |Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes

Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,

Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X See commeat # 2

on capped area, bare spots
igmurhnlﬂmunfm

Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or

structures vegetation noeds to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lived channels eroded, or
not draining

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of diiches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30'. This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary ai this time,

2. Noted 14 dead trees at the north end landfill, just cutside drainage strucure. Mwmhvem‘vnmhfemMMI whea OMI begaz landfill inspections.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: Ml GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 06/20/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear 75 INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Tem Types of Problems Cbscrvations 7 Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some arcas aggrogate.
Vet risers Damaged, plugged or knocked- ;
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Moritring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation cbatiucting wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkhales, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetaticn in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots .
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs 1o be removed Drainage structures in good X Ses Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition,
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

L. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40 from inlet of pipe a distance of 30'. This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
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'SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller

TODAY'S DATE: 05/25/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid $60’s
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
. L : . Yes No R_s_medinl Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
ing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs [Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some arcas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or kmocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation cbstracting wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to .
settlement, active erosioa rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
. cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, ar 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped ares, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage _|Undercutting al catry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, candition,
cracking or deterioration of RCF,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.
1, Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30°. mmmmuwmmhmumum

Tree branches in channel have been removed. Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: Bl GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.
1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time.

Tree branches in channel removed. Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other sctions are pecessary at this time,

TODAY’S DATE: 04/25/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 50's INSPECTION DONE BY: Tim Miller
Tiem Types of Probloms Observations Acceptable 1 Recommended Date of
Yes . No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Hllegal waste disposal on-gite,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
dama,
Access road Silt build-up on surface, nceds Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some arcas aggregate. '
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Moaitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
seitlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2* wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative LMWWW .
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, coadition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

#

X
TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'’S DATE: 03/29/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Rain mid 40°s INSPECTION DONE BY: Joe Kenderdine
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
Yes No Rm;ul Action Completion
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stoae cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some areas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veants are in good condition X
Landfill Gas&  [Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in * Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative s
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3°
* |deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetition needs to be removed Druinage structures in good X See Comment # |.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

B I-lillsideisencroachinginw@-lappmximlelyw'ﬁominlﬁofpipeidiﬁnceof%'.ﬁissiﬂaﬁmianotu&ﬂcﬁngdaedraiugenuhhlime.
Tree branches in channe] removed. Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: @ GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 02/28/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 30's INSPECTION DONE BY: Hubert Ling
Item 'T‘ypu of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Rocommended Date of
- e Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Geaeral Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some areas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, demaged :
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap  |Ponding or poor drainage due to
scttlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative  |Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage l.T.Jmhu't:ming at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed . Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
oot draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40’ from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.




SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 01/23/2001 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 30’s INSPECTION DONE BY: Hubert Ling
Ttem ?ypu??mblm Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
o I_ Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are ’
ed
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some areas aggregate.
Vent risers Pamased. plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X -
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollands, well ID illegible
__|vegetation obstructing weil
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
coves, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
e of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation, d 2
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage |Undercutting at eatry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs (o be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or detesioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: e

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30'. This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [] DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: - 122712000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 20’s INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Item Types of Problems Observations A e ? Recommended Date of
" ) Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are _
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some areas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
aver Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells _
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settiement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative |Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped arca, bare spois
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage |Undercutting at eatry, siltation or _ )
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from chanoel, flow obstructions, condition,
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time
Moathly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are pecessary at this time.




SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: Bl GENERAL (] DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D'Arrigo

TODAY'S DATE: 10/31/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 80’s
Item E‘ypa of Problems Observations | Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
= Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some areas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater I;;Inp.bmkenormisﬂngloch. Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructng well
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlemeant, active erosion rills in " Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distreased vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation nezds 1o be removed " Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstroctions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

l.liﬂlxidaismuaminginmﬂ)-lappmx'mﬂdyiO‘ﬁvminlu!_ot‘pipcldisunuufm’.m;imaﬁpniswtmuicﬁngﬂuduimgeumisﬁmu
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions arc necessary at this time. ‘
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: 09/18/72000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear mid 80's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Tem Types of Problems Obscrvations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
- = Yes No Rg.nedia] Action Completion
General Site'  [Illegal waste disposal oo-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover noeds Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X
restabilization in some arcas aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & (Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good candition X
* Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged d
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, Joss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover sail (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
|soe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped arca, bare spots
greater thany10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs tp be removed Drainage structures in good X See Commeat # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.
cracking or deterioration of RCP,
riprap needs more stone cover,
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40 from inlet of pipe a distance of 30°. This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time
Moathly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.




SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 08/17/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: P. Cloudy, low 80's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Tiem Types of Problems Observations ‘Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
. _ Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are ‘
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs Entrance road in good condition
more stone cover, needs following installation of additional X Additional aggregate was installed by a
restabilization in some areas aggregate. subcontractor. " | August 17, 2000
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or kmocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring  [broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vi ion obstrocting wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active crosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative '
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
siniholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage %Juduum; at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation noeds to be removed Drainage structures in good X See Comment # 1.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition.... '
cracking or deterioration of RCP, See Comment # 2: Work was performed by|  August 17, 2000
riprap needs more stone cover, a subcontractor
grass lined channels eroded, or
|0t draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

l.wﬂsideismoaddngﬁmCD-llpptoximuelyw'ﬁ'omhludpipeadinmof%’.ﬁhﬂmﬁonhnmmﬁedngmedrﬁmeumhﬁm
Moathly inspection is recommended, but o other actions are necessary at this time.

2. Riprap ditch has been reworked by a subcontractor to promote proper drainage (Aug. 2000).
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: [ GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: 07312000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: P. Cloudy, low 80's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Tiem Types of Problems Obscrvations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Niegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs arc
dermsged
Access road Silt build-up om surface, needs
mare stone cover, noeds Eatrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a | work contracted for
l:ambil.i.uﬁm in soms areas additional aggregate. subcontractor. mid-Aug. 2000
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted .
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Poading or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills ic Landfill Cap in good conditior X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover sail (>3"
decp, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at eatry, siltation o i
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comument number 3. .
from channel, flow obstroctions. condition. Vegetation continues wark contracted for
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined mid-Aug. 2000
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
ot draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40' from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this tin
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time

2. Runoff water runs aloag edge of CD-5 riprap approximately 30'; fill needs to be added o increase the elevation. This remedial action will be conducted by a subcontractor in August 200

3. Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20" from outlet of pipe in CD-2 a distance of 30" (northwest toe of the landfill). Regrading and reinstallation of riprap by a subcontractor will be performec
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: Bl GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSFECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 06/27/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Light raim, low 80’s INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Item l_ Types of Problems Observations _Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site | lllegal wasto disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
Accessroad  |Silt build-up an surface, needs
mare stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a | August 2000
restabilization in some arcas additional aggregate. subcontractor. (tentative date)
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  |Locse, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing Jocks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitorirg broken concrete ped, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
getation obstrocting wells
Landfillcap | Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills ic Landfill Cap in good conditios X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead ordistressed vegetation, !
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at eatry, siltation o w ™ .
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment number 3.
from channel, flow obstructions. condition. Vegetation continues August 2000
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined (tentative date)
riprap needs more stone cover, chanoels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40° from inlet of pipe a distance of 30". This situation is not restricting the drainage at this tin
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time

2. Runoff water runs alang edge of CD-5 riprap approximately 30'; fill needs to be added to increase the elevation. This remedial action will be conducted by a subcontractor, planned for summer 200

3. Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20° from outlet of pipe ln CD-2 a distance of 30" (northwest toe of the landfill). Excavation by a subcontractor will be performed in summer 200(
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: 05/09/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Clear low 80's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover noeds Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, noeds ;
more stone cover, needs Eatrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a | June 2000 (tentative
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate. subcoatractor. date)
Vent risers Fﬂmpd.phlgpdmtnmbd—
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas &  (Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  [casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring  [broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illogible
vi ion obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to -
seitlement, active erosion rills ir Landfill Cap in good conditior X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3°
deep, or 2" wide at surface), ]
sinkholes, depressions, sesps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation & .
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment number 4.
from channel, flow obstructions. condition. Vegetation codtinues June 2000 (tentative
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined date)
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining /
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to skeich for location of ditches.

1. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", mladmﬂmhnmmnicﬁnglhemnzhhﬁn
Mmd:lyhspecﬁmisrwommdnd..hlwomﬂuummudﬁsﬁm

2. Runoff water rans along edge of CD-5 riprsp approximately 30°; fill needs to be added to increase the elevation. This remedial action will be conducted by a subcoatractor, planned for summer 200

3. Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20" from outlet of pipe in CD-2 a distance of 30" (narthwest toe of the landfill). Excavation by a subcontractor will be performed in summer 200(
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [] DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 04/28/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: temp mid 50's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable 7 Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Geaneral Site Dlegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X

mowing, warning signs are
damaged

Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road coatinues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a | June 2000 (tentative
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate. subcontractor, date)

Vent risess Damaged, plugged or knocked- '
over Vents are in good condition X

Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rasted

Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
wells’ bollards, well ID illegible

vegetation obstructing wells

Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills i Landfill Cap in good conditior X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes

Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,

Cover trees, shrubs, or brosh growing Vegetation in good condition X
oo capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet

Drainage Undescutting at entry, siltation o

structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment mumber 4.
from channel, flow obstractions. condition, Vegetation continues ) June 2000 (tentative
cracking or deterionation of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined date)
riprap needs more stone coves, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Drainage ditch uphill of the landfill shows small sigas of slippage starting approximately 85" off of the entrance road and continuing approximately 75" towards the Potomac Rive
Periodic inspection for increasing slippage is recommended, but no other remedial action is required a this tim¢

2. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30'. This situation is pot restricting the drainage at this tin
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary af this time

3. Runoff water runs along edge of CD-5 riprap approximately 30'; fill needs to be added to increase the elevatipn. This remedial action will be conducted by a subcontractor, planned for early summe:

4, Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20" from outlet of pipe in CD-2 a distance of 30" (northwest toe of the landfill). Excavation by a subcontractor will be performed in early summer 200(
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: Bl GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'’S DATE: 03/15/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: temp mid 50's INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D’Arrigo
Tem ~ Types of Problems Observations ? Recommended Date of
Yes - No Remedial Action Completion

Geperal Site Dlegal waste disposal on-site,

Conditions litter, vegetative cover nceds Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged

Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
mare stone cover, noeds Eatrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a  [Early summer 2000
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate. subcontractar,

Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked--
over Vents are in good condition X

Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted

Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X

cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep.or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at

toe of slopes
Vegetative |Dudu-disuuudvennﬁou.
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
rmmﬂnn 10 aquare foet

Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or

structurcs vegetation npeds to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment number 4.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition, Vegetation continues Early Summer 2000
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Drainage ditch uphill of the landfill shows small signs of slippage starting approximately 85' off of the entrance road and continuing approximately 75" towards the Potomac River.
Periodic inspection for increasing slippage is recommended, but no other remedial action is required at this time.

2. Hillside js encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30°. This sitnation is not restricting the drainage at this time.
Moathly inspection is recommended, but no other actions &re necessary at this time.

3. Runoff water runs along edge of CD-5 riprap approximately 30'; fill needs to be added to increass the elevation. This remedial action will be conducted by a subcontractor, planned for early summer 20
4. Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20" from outlet of pipe in CD-2 a distance of 30" (northwest toe of the landfill), Excavation by a subcontractor will be performed in early summer 2000.
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'S DATE: 02/17/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: temp low 40°s INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D"Arrigo
Ttem J'{'ypu of Problcms Observations Acceptable ? ‘ Recommended Date of
- Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a |Early Summer 2000
restabilization in some areas |additional aggregate. subcontractor,
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Veats are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill ¢ap Ponding or poor drainage due to
’ settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative )
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressioas, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation, ;
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
Ifju than 10 square feet
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment number 4.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues Early Summer 2000
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: e

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Drainage ditch uphill of the landfill shows small signs of slippage starting approximately 85 off of the entrance road and continuing appmmtely 75" towards the Potomac River.
Periodic inspection for increasing slippage is recommended, but po other remedial action is required at this time.

2. Hillside is encroaching into CD-1 approximately 40" from inlet of pipe a distance of 30", This situation is not restricting the drainage at this time
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at this time.

3.Rumfrwuermnsalon¢edgcofCD-SdmpappmximmlySO';ﬁllmmbelddedmwmélwaﬁgumsmedidnﬁnnwmbcmmdbynmmmw. planned for carly summe

4.R.ipnpiscoveredwlmdinamuximmly20'ﬁ*omuuluquipein@-hdilmofw'(mnhwwtaeot‘mclmdﬂll).Exuvaﬂnnby:mboommriﬁllbepdformedinuﬂymmum.
5. The operator repaired parts of the silt fence around the site that was tom off of the stakes by the recent heavy snow.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

INSPECTION DONE BY: Mike D' Arrigo

TODAY’S DATE: 01/20/2000 WEATHER CONDITIONS: overcast mid 20°s
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion

General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,

Conditions {litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
dama;

Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs ‘
more stone cover, noeds Entrance road continues to need X Additional aggregate will be installed by a  |Early Summer 2000
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate. subcoatractar.

Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X

Landfill Gas &  |Loose, damaged or rusted

Groundwater casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X

Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged

wells bollards, well ID illegible
_ vegetation obstructing wells

Landfill cap or poor drainage due to
settlement, active eroslon rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes

Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,

Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet

Drainage Undercutting at eatry, siltation or

structures vegetation needs to be removed Drainage structures in good X See comment pumber 4.
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues ‘ Early Summer 2000
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, " . channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

Refer to sketch for location of ditches.

1. Drainage ditch uphill of the landfill shows small signs of slippage starting approximately 85' off of the entrance road and continuing approximately 75' towards the Potomac River.

Periodic inspection for increasing slippage is recommended, but no other remedial action is required at this time.

2.Hilllldci:encrmchin;lntoCD-lAppmhﬂdyﬂﬁmiﬂﬁdﬁpndimdm'.m&mﬂmhqolreﬂicﬁnzﬂ:edninmumhdmc.
Monthly inspection is recommended, but no other actions are necessary at thig time.

3.Rumﬂmrmalmgedgeofco-hi;hplppmly30':ﬁ1|uednobudtbdwlncmuthedcnﬁmmmdiﬂaﬂinnwiubecmdumdbyasubcmm:mr.pmdforeadymx

4. Riprap is covered with dirt approximately 20' from outlet of pipe in CD-2 a distance of 30" (northwest toe of the landfill). Emvuﬁmhyahcm@mwiﬂbeperfnrmedineaﬂymm.

3. Brush was cleaned out of the riprap at the discharge point into the Potomac River by the operator.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: _12/19/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny 40s

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco

Item 'T‘ypes of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are
damaged
Accessroad  [Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over ‘ Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: 12/19/1999 WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny 40s INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco
Ttem - Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ?__ Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

As part of the inspection the East Slope Repair Area was monitored.

Slough #4 has a width of 2 inches, and is approximately 70 feet in length. Slough #5 has a maximum width of 4 inches (over 40% of its length) and is approximately 70 feet in length.
There is now evidence of soil bulging at the toe of the slope.There is now evidence of buldging at 30 feet upslope from the perimeter drainage swale, and the

soil and the toe of the slope is nearly overtopping the silt fence.
. A Slough Area is developing in the southern half of the repair area. This area ia approximately 30 feet upslope of the 24-inch HDPE culvert that was installed during the initial repair work.

This Slough is approximately 40 feet in length and is 1/4 - inch in width.
No incease in footage of any of the slough area,
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'SDATE: _11/19/1999 WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny 40s INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
__ Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site  |Tllegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Accesstoad  [Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG TYPE OF INSPECTION: Bl GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY'’SDATE: 11/19/1999 WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny 40s INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No 2 Remedial Action Completion
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

As part of the inspection the East Slope Repair Area was monitored.

Slough #4 has a width of 2 inches, and is approximately 70 feet in length. Slough #5 has a maximum width of 4 inches (over 40% of its length) and is approximately 70 feet in length.
“There is now evidence of soil bulging &t the toe of the slope.There is now evidence of buldging at 30 feet upslope from the perimeter drainage swale, and the

soil and the toe of the slope is nearly overtopping the silt fence.

A Slough Area is developing in the southem half of the repair area. This area ia approximately 30 fect upslope of the 24-inch HDPE culvert that was installed during the initial repair work.
This Slough is approximately 40 feet in length and is 1/4 - inch in width.

No incease in footage of any of the slough area.

Extrerme drought condli ns have kept t grass growth low. The grass Is appr. 2 fest on hillside and 1 foot tall on flats.
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SITE § INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TYPE OF INSPECTION: I GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

TODAY’S DATE: _10/27/1999 WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sunny 50 degrees F INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco
Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site  |Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, waming signs are
damaged ;
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfillcap.  |Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY'S DATE: _10/27/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: -l GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: Sunny 50 degrees F

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco

Item 'T‘ypes of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
~ Yes No Remedial Action Completion

Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or

structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not dra.ininL

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

As part of the inspection the East Slope Repair Area was monitored.

Slough #4 has a width of 2 inches, and is approximately 70 feet in length. Slough #5 has a maximum width of 4 inches (over 40% of its length) and is approximately 70 feet in length.

There is now evidence of soil bulging at the toe of the slope.There is now evidence of buldging at 30 feet upslope from the perimeter drainage swale, and the

soil and the toe of the slope is nearly overtopping the silt fence.
A Slough Area is developing in the southern half of the repair area. This area ia approximately 30 feet upslope of the 24-inch HDPE culvert that was installed during the initial repair work

This Slough is approximately 40 feet in length and is 1/4 - inch in width.
No incease in footage of any of the slough area.

Extreme drought conditions have kept grass growth low. The grass is approx. 2 feet on hillsside and 1 foot tall on flats.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: _ 09/30/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: overcast,65

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco

. Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site  [Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X
on capped area, bare spots
greater than 10 square feet
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: _ 09/30/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: overcast,65

INSPECTION DONE BY: Tony A. Refosco

Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? " Recommended Date of
s Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stone cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining ‘
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 9/2/1999 Note1)

TYPE OF INSPECTION: l GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny, 82 degrees

INSPECTION DONE BY: John E. Neck

Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site  |Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Accessroad  |Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
‘Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over ' Vents are in good condition X Accumulation of bee’s nests in all the vent
risers corrected as a result of spraying. Removed 09/02/1999
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  [casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring . |broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to :
settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation,
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in' good condition X All vegetation is dead due to lack of rain
on capped area, bare spots and extreme drought conditions
greater than 10 square feet
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: 9/2/1999 (Note 1)

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: sunny, 82 degrees

INSPECTION DONE BY: John E. Nock -

grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining

Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes - No Remedial Action Completion
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues’
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more slone cover, channels

NOTE 1: Inspection performed on 9/2/99 for August event due to scheduling

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
As part of the inspection the East Slope Repair Area was monitored.
No incease in footage of any of the slough area.
Extreme drought conditions have killed all vegetation. Grass height is approx. 3 feet.
No significant changes from last month ‘
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’SDATE: _ 07/29/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: M GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: 90 degrees, hot , humid

INSPECTION DONE BY: John E. Nock

greater than 10 square feet

Item 'T‘ypes of Problems Observations A le ? Recommended Date of
—— A— Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Geperal Site  |Illegal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Access road Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked- _
over Vents are in good condition X Accumulation of bee's nests in all the vent
' risers. I sprayed all vents with bee repellants. 07/29/1999}
Landfill Gas & [Loose, damaged or rusted .
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged
wells bollards, well ID illegible
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfill cap Ponding or poor drainage due to
‘| settlement, active erosion rills in Landfill Cap in good condition X
cover soil, loss of vegetative
cover, cracking of cover soil (>3"
deep, or 2" wide at surface),
sinkholes, depressions, seeps at
toe of slopes
Vegetative Dead or distressed vegetation, p
Cover trees, shrubs, or brush growing Vegetation in good condition X All vegetation is dead due to lack of rain and extreme droought condit
on capped area, bare spots
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY'’S DATE: _ 07/29/1999 WEATHER CONDITIONS: 90 degrees, hot , humid

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [J DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

INSPECTION DONE BY: John E. Nock

Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
Yes No Remedial Action Completion
Drainage Undercutting at entry, siltation or
structures vegetation needs to be removed drainage structures in good X
from channel, flow obstructions, condition. Vegetation continues
cracking or deterioration of RCP, to grow in the rip-rap lined
riprap needs more stona cover, channels
grass lined channels eroded, or
not draining
T
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

As part of the inspection the East Slope Repair Area was monitored.

No incease in footage of any of the slough area.
Extreme drought conditions have killed all vegetation. Grass height is approx. 3 feet.
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SITE 5 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE LOG

TODAY’S DATE: _ 06/30/1999

TYPE OF INSPECTION: B GENERAL [0 DETAILED COVER INSPECTION

WEATHER CONDITIONS: 85 degrees, humid

INSPECTION DONE BY: John E. Nock

Item Types of Problems Observations Acceptable ? Recommended Date of
- Yes No Remedial Action Completion
General Site  |[legal waste disposal on-site,
Conditions litter, vegetative cover needs Site in good condition X
mowing, warning signs are
damaged
Accessroad  [Silt build-up on surface, needs
more stone cover, needs Entrance road continues to need X
restabilization in some areas additional aggregate.
Vent risers Damaged, plugged or knocked-
over Vents are in good condition X
Landfill Gas & |Loose, damaged or rusted
Groundwater  |casings, broken or missing locks, Wells are in good condition X
Monitoring broken concrete pad, damaged -
wells bollards, well ID illegible,
vegetation obstructing wells
Landfillcap  |Ponding or poor drainage due to
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